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NTRODUCTION: OES MEAN SEPAR  N?

Up untıl thıs OUT approac the question of love for the ne1ıghbour
and Go0od has een analytıcal rather than synthetic. We ave a1ld are and
examıned the foundatıons for dıstingulshing the OINC from the other
Basıcally what thıs amouvnted Was that God 1s dıfferent from us and
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greater than AL Therefore. ıle rule Can be Ooun for love of
ne1ghbour, because ATC OUT ne1ghbour’s equals, rule drawıng uDON

comparıson Can be diıscovered ın relatıon love for God, because G0od
has equa What Can be sa1d of Oove for God, however, 1s that 1t 1s
be ıth the ole heart, soul and mıiınd, fOoto All OUT lovıng 15 to be
ırecie God: both OUT love for self and for ne1ghbour dIC be
orlıentated God, they ATeC tO be taken 1ın the MOvemen of OVe for
hım But, far from dısenfranchiısing and emasculatıng love fOor ne1ghbour,
it 1S precıisely ıts (GGod-orientation 1iCcC guarantees ıts authenticıty,
broadens and deepens ıt, and o1ves ıt unfaılıng vigour and ultımately
rei1abDle bearıngs. 10 be SUTC, only G0d Cal claım OUTI love completely,
[OTO, because he alone 18 capable of provıdıng unshakeably SOl
foundatıons for OUT hope for Justification and for conducting OUT search
for eternal happıness 1ts irue g0al. In thıs 9 ONC Can eihrone
(God dS the PTODCI object of frui-love; but it INa y indeed be INn the human
ne1ighbour that he reveals to us hıs ıdelıty and us Dy hıs
loveliness, hat he commands honour and praise hım, or, ASs

SCC, that he begs us Ssupport hım 1S hıs DOVEerLY and helplessness (J0d 15
mMoOost appropriately assoclated wıth the ulness rul, 1.€ happıness In
g1ving oneself hım otally The ne1ghbour, however, 1s nOoTt insulted 0)8

demeaned by eing assoclated ıth utl love. Indeed, Dy the VeLIYy fact that
he 1S the human ne1ghbour, he transforms run-of-the-mull! ut!i such that
uti-love for ne1ghbour 1s consıdered be hıs advantage and such that
ıt Can also be sa1d of hım that he INAaYy be n]joyed .  1n the 1’5rd” The
ne1ıghbour o€es nNnOoT m1ss Out anythıng because God demands OUT all

1s 1910)1 AS ıf what W ds$S gıven God WeEeTIC hereby ost and unavaılable
the ne1ghbour. NOoT, consequently, ATC the ne1ghbour and God be
pıctured ASs makıng competitıve demands OUT love, AS each defending
hıs OW claıms ıIn tussle In 3C God WOU deally always turn Oouf
be the hıghest bidder Lovıng (J0d ONe loves oneself best DCISON then
who loves the ne1ghbour dS hımself ıll do all ın hıs W make the
neıghbour LOO lover of G0od and of hıs fellow human beings. Thus, the
INOTE OPDCN OUT lıves ATC (0d and the the orlıentatıon of OUT

ove hım, the INOTC the neighbour wh INa Yy be aMn yONC firom those
dearest us OUT VEILY 1s lıkely benefit genulnely
from OUT lovıng. TOmM thıs pomint of VIEW, Augustine’s statement 1S
understandable that OVve fOor God 1s first be commended, that ıt 15
pr10r In the order of the precept (priOr ordine praecipiendi), for ıt 1sS
impossible love the ne1ghbour frultfully unless PCISON, In
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commandment, 1s intent uDON God ıth all hat lıves 1ın hım TOom
the practical angle, however, love for neighbour, 1C 1s second be
commended in Matthew’s statement of the double-commandment,
out be love’s starting-point. In everyday 1ıfe thıs 1s where love first
makes 1ts claıms felt OT manıfests 18 us that it 18 mi1ssıng. Oove for
ne1ghbour 1s therefore pDriL0r ordine faciendi ıf do nOTLt love the brother
whom Can SCC, how do love God whom CcCannot see‘‘? For
ave not yel eached the Lord, but do ave the brother ıth

When Augustine speaks of love for (J0d dSs pr10T ıIn ONMNC regard and
love for ne1ghbour ASs prıo0r In another, May gel the impress1ion of LWO
loves 1C dIC indeed connected {O each other but IC AIC yetl
essentially9such that it WOU be poss1ıble g1ve comprehens-
1ve aCCount of the ONC wıthout referring the other Ihus, it 1s
commonly laımed that for the early Augustine of the De Moribus per10d
love for ne1ghbour Was dıstiınguished from love for God a4as merely human
effort 1S irom dıvinely-aıded achı1evement. Thus, CVCN though it remaılns
irue that ıf PCISON despises hıs ne1ghbour he cannot COMNC the G0od
whom he loves 1CcC m1g be SCCH dS early formulatıon of OVve for
ne1ghbour’s priorıty In the order of operatıon hıs ealıngs wıth hıs
ne1ıghbour ATIC dıfferent eve from hıs love for God ere 1S,
Aga6sse asserts, tollowıng ultgren, al fırst dıscontinulty and rupture
between the [WO loves *). The {WO INaYy meet; but it 1s ACITIOSS chasm.
They do nOot embrace

ıle not al al contesting that there 1s dıscernıble evolutıon In
Augustine’s sensıitivıty the unıty and harmony of love fOor G0d and
ne1ghbour, 1OT that hıs readıng of the first letter of John played arge
part In openıng hıs CYCS thıs close relatıon nevertheless consıder

Agaesse, Saint ugustin. Commentaire de Ia premiere epitre de Jean OUuTCEeSs
Chretiennes, /75) Parıs, 1961, 47-48 ‘L’amour du prochaın est ONC subordonne
’ amour de Dıeu, ] est quelque sSsorte de SYy AL ODT. Maıs cetl “exercıice’ est
[0) uU1llc actıvıte morale, dont ”’homme est la SUOUTCE el le princıpe, ei quı OUS

prepare quelque sorte negativement l’amour de Dieu, lequel OUS est donne qucC par
gräce. donc un«c rupture entre 0N euxX AaLLLOUTIS OUuUS dırons aujourd’hu!ı quc
I’un est une morale naturelle, l’autre uUun«c ertu theologale ei surnaturelle’”. Cf.
ultgren, Le commandement d’amour hez Augustin, Parıs, 1939, Sımıilarly,
Dıdeberg, aın ugustin el la premliere epitre de Saınt Jean, Parıs, 1975, 138, accepts the
Judgment of Hultgren and Agaesse ..  au lendemaın de Convers1on, 1} consıderaıiıt |’amour
du prochaın UnNCc PTODIC de I’homme, egre DOUTI s’elever l’amour de
Dıieu, [9) de SYy exercer”.

Agaöesse, CIt., 48, rightly underlınes the decıisıve role played by JIn
°Sans doute ugustın continue de OIlr ans la charıte fraternelle une purıfiıcation
progressive quı OUS prepare OIr ei aımer Dıeu, ma1ıs ı] n Yy plus dıscontinuıte nı



The nity of Love for God and Neighbour 41

hat spea of discontinulty and rupture in De Moribus and in other
works of that 1915  S CONvert phase of Augustine’s ıfe 1s al least
exaggeratıon. Thıs, it 111 be recalle 15 the per10d of the „step and
cradle” representations of ove for ne1ighbour; and indeed these images
make only falterıng and TIeE applCarance the Augustinıan and
SOM give WdYy consıderations of greater consistency. The “step and
cradle”’ Oove fOor ne1ghbour however, AdIC noTt such unassaılable
wıtnesses discontinulty from love for God AS they AdIcC often made
appCar In prev1ous artıcle WeTC able cshow fırstiy that the
vinculum amongst human beings C allows us {O belıeve that there 1s

INOIC certaın step (gradus) love for God 1s ıtself the Outcome of
INOTES than human beings’ OW.: unaıded powers ”); secondly, Zradus love
for ne1ghbour, 1C MaYy be equated wıth the mOst beautiful
human beings AT capable of performiıng, Can ex1ist simultaneously ıth
contemplatıon of God, and 1ın thıs aCcTt of love for ne1ghbour God hımself

be perce1ved workıng hrough us*):; and, hırdly, insofar d the task
of OoOVve for ne1ghbour 15 rıng hım tOo love (J0d perfectly, ıt ıll be
dıfficult SCC hOow it O€s NnOL rse above the sphere of the human

rupture entfire les euxX aINOUIS I’un el autre viennent de la meme SOUTCC, l’un ei autre ont

DOUI suJe premıier Diıieu uı-meme quı donne ”’homme d’aımer SO  — frere ı] I1
donne de repondre SO  — Les ralsons de l’evolution d’Augustin sont Sans doute
complexes, mals la mediıtatıiıon de l’Epitre (de ean semble QaVOIT ete decısıve. Car chaque
fO1s qu' ıl s’efforce de Oontrer COmMMeNnT l’amour de Dieu est implıque ans |’amour
fraternel, ugustın, plus MO1INSs dırectement, faıt allusıon verset de ’Epitre: °‘Celu1 quı
n aıme pas SO  —; frere qu'’ıl oıt sauraıt alımer Dieu qu'’ıl oıt pas JIn 20)”
ıdeberg, EIE.. 139, makes showing how in has een decısıve in thıs regard the
project of hıs sıxth chapter a res OIT COomMmMent conception nouvelle (c’est-ä-dıre,

identificatıon de |’amour de ”homme |’amour de J1eu decoule une ecture de la
Prıma Toannıs ei quelle est portee ans la reflexion du Docteur de la charıte”. He
proceeds ıIn ree stages: Celu1 quı 1me SO  - frere, 1me Dıeu le Chrıst Il Celu] quı
ime 5:  ' frere, oıt le Dıeu-Amour. 111 Celu1 quı ime (son frere), demeure Dıeu l Dieu

Iu1 Va  ! Bavel, whıle acknowledging the decısıve role of | Jn., SCCS the evolutıon
eing already In PTOCCSS Dy the tıme of ExXposit10 Epistolae ad Galatas which ates irom 395
Ssee Augustinus, Baarn, 1970, “r 15 CCI1 SOOT' accentverschuiviıng bespeuren iın het
denken Va  — Augustinus. Het accent WOT' verlegd Varllı boven aarl beneden, Van God aal

de INenNns. Dıt 18 geheel ın overeenstemmiıing met de grondtoon Va  — de brief Va  - Johannes.
Daarom ZOU het M1] 1et verwonderen als Juılst de intensieve bezinnıng Johannes eccn hee]
bıj]zondere rol gespee ee In de ontwikkelıng Va  «} Augustinus’ geestel1jk leven. INCCI

dat Paul Agaesse gelıjk ee met zın beschrijving Van eze evolutie, ql begint eze
ontwıkkelıng misschıen 1ets eerder dan h1] veronderstelt  I7

See De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae y (ML 32.4332) and ’  , (ML
321380

®) De Quantitate Anımae %:  s  9 (ML 32A160178-1079).
De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicaes (ML 32,1336).
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FARLY IN  NS MORIBUS AN  j PARALLELS

ere 1S, s st1il] INOIC pressing u  n agalnst the
separatıon of ove for (GJ0d and ne1ghbour In De Moribus. TIhe Catholıc
church, Aasserts Augustine, recommends hat worshıp (GG0d and cleave
LO hım alone, NnOTL contingent, mutable, time-bound thıngs. He
continues

(YOou, church) neıither confuse what eternity, truth, indeed
ıtself dıstingulshes, NOT agaın (do you) hat the OTIlIC

sovereign majJesty Jo1ns together (nec TUrSum quod MAajestas
UNdG conjungit). (Not only do YOU, Catholıc Church, cCcCommend us
worshıp of God), but YOU also embrace OVve and charitas for the
ne1ghbour, such that YOU abound ıIn the remedy for the Varıous
maladıes 1C souls suffer AaCCOount of theır sins®).
Majestas un  ‚x 1S apparently the equıvalent of eternity, truth,

iıtself. On Augustine’s OW: statement, therefore., worshıp of (G0d and love
of ne1ighbour ave DAa Joıned ogether by OTIC and the SdmIllc sovereıign
majJesty wh: dıstinguishes between the eternity of God, 1C alone
human beings AIC be subject, and created realıties In time. Worshıiıp of
(10d and OVve of ne1ighbour dIC together LOO In formıing the abundant
remedy stored in the Catholıc church for the Varıo0ous maladıes 1C
souls suffer aCCount of theır S1INS. The early Augustine does, therefore,
posıt kınd of dıvinely-decreed unlıon of adoratıon and ervıice of (GG0d
and OVve of ne1ghbour:; and they AdIC unıted 1ın the catholıc church’’s
savıng outreach sinful and suffering humanıty. We wısh follow
the princıpal ideas offered Dy thıs texti Irom De Moribus iın [WO dırec-
t10nNs. Firstly, L {O cshow that thıs cautionary word In favour of
unıty 1S not solıtary flash In the pan In the Augustine. econdly,
dS prelude the presentatıon of later UNGd Carıtas eXpress10ns, shall
indıicate expliıcıtatıon and deepening of the INanneTr In IC the ONMNC

sovereıgn majJesty ]Jo1ns Ove fOor God and for ne1ghbour together: Nec

YTUrSUmM quod majestas UNdGd conjungıt. Thıs OCCUTS hrough
growıng dWaTIeNCSsSs of the ONEC sovereıgn majJesty AaSs the Word made flesh

In De Genesi CONIFra Manichaeos, from Just shortly after De Moribus,
Augustıine ca the ove of neı1ghbour, 1C. accordıng Rom 1S
the ulness of the law, the SdaInlle love eamdem Caritatem) d S that

Ibid., 'g (ML CL42  R. Canning  B. EARLY INDICATIONS OF UNITY: DE MORIBUS 1,30,62 AND PARALLELS  There is, moreover, a still more pressing argument against the  separation of love for God and neighbour in De Moribus. The catholic  church, asserts Augustine, recommends that we worship God and cleave  to him alone, not to contingent, mutable, time-bound things. He  continues:  (You, church) neither confuse what eternity, truth, indeed peace  itself distinguishes, nor again (do you) separate what the one  sovereign majesty joins together (nec rursum separans quod majestas  una conjungit). (Not only do you, catholic church, commend to us  worship of God), but you also embrace love and charitas for the  neighbour, such that you abound in the remedy for the various  maladies which souls suffer on account of their sins®).  Majestas una is apparently the equivalent of eternity, truth, peace  itself. On Augustine’s own statement, therefore, worship of God and love  of neighbour have been joined together by one and the same sovereign  majesty who distinguishes between the eternity of God, to which alone  human beings are to be subject, and created realities in time. Worship of  God and love of neighbour are together too in forming the abundant  remedy stored up in the catholic church for the various maladies which  souls suffer on account of their sins. The early Augustine does, therefore,  posit a kind of divinely-decreed union of adoration and service of God  and love of neighbour; and they are united in the catholic church’s  saving outreach to sinful and suffering humanity. We wish to follow up  the principal ideas offered by this text from De Moribus in two direc-  tions. Firstly, we shall try to show that this cautionary word in favour of  unity is not a solitary flash in the pan in the young Augustine. Secondly,  as a prelude to the presentation of later una caritas expressions, we shall  indicate an explicitation and a deepening of the manner in which the one  sovereign majesty joins love for God and for neighbour together: nec  rursum separans quod majestas una conjungit. This occurs through a  growing awareness of the one sovereign majesty as the Word made flesh.  In De Genesi contra Manichaeos, from just shortly after De Moribus,  Augustine calls the love of neighbour, which according to Rom. 13. 10 is  the fulness of the law, the same love (eamdem caritatem) as that  °) Ibid., 1,30,62 (ML 32, 1336): *... neque confundens quod aeternitas, quod veritas,  quod denique pax ipsa distinguit, nec rursum separans quod majestas una conjungit: sed  etiam proximi dilectionem atque charitatem ita complecteris, ut variorum morborum,  quibus pro peccatis suis animae aegrotant, omnis apud te medicina praepolleat”’.confundens quod aeternitas, quod verıtas,
quod den1que DdXA 1psa dıstingult, NC [UTISUMm quod majJestas un conJjungıt : sed
et1am DroxX1m1 dılectionem charıtatem ıta complecterı1s, ut varıorum morborum,
quıbus PIO peccatıs SU1Ss anımae aegrotant, Omn1s apud te medicına praepolleat””.
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contaıned In the twın precept of Matt Q  M In 388-389
Augustine o€s NnOT we thıs poıint, but the expression o€es provıde
us wıth allusıon tO formulatıon which by 40 / WAas the point
of becomıng characterıistically Augustinıan acquısıtiıon, VIZ “trOom OMNC

and the SdInNle OoOVve Oove (10d and the ne1ighbour’’: un  D eademque
carıtate eum DroXIimMuUumMque diligimus Certamly, the latter formulatıon
1$ ıth riıchness of lıfe-experience and of reflection uDON the
Scriptures from 30 the former eamdem carıtatem COUuU not yet
benefit 15 nevertheless revealıng fınd A such early stage the
ne1ghbour-love of Rom 3“ 1() referred L CVON ıf cursorily, dS the
“Ssame ” dS the love envisaged by the double commandment of Matt
77 37A0 In ıts OW WAaY, the eamdem carıtatem provıdes intrıguing
confirmatıon that the Nec YTUrSum quod mAajestas un  D conJungıt of
De Moribus o€s nOot stand solate and alone. As ınk between the
eamdem carıtatem of 38RKR-ZI8O and the mature UNd eademque carıtate

m1g consıder A expression from the Commentary the letter tOo
the (Galatıans ic dates from 395 ere ATC told that the

by IC ATIC reconcıled G0d 1s the SAadIinec (eademque
pace 1C 1S preserved human beings when they ONC

another wıth due moderatıon, forbearance, kındness and goodness that
15 ready forgıve X Indeed, ın the SaInec commentary, Augustine SOCS
far ASs for the first tıme, NOT only that the precept of love for G od
Cannot stand wıthout that of Ove for ne1ghbour, and vIice, but also
that mentıon ONC of these 15 often sufficıent indıcate them

De Genesi CONILFa Manichaeos (ML 34,215) ““Apostolus dıcıt, Plenitudo
autem Legis, charitas (Rom 13 10); ei videamus eamdem charıtatem praecepto 1Io gem1no
contıiner], Diliges OMINUM Deum TOT10 corde [UO, el O1a Aanıma [UG, e1 Ola

[UG ; el dıliges proXimum te1DSUM , INn quibus duobus praeceptis TO1Aa RX
pendet, e|! Prophetae Ma 22.:31.39:,40) . hıs ‘“eamdem carıtatem praecepto 1lo gemino ”
1S paralleled Dy En IN D& 140,2 4G S 40,202 7 37,1816) ate 414-415) which speaks of
‘“ista carıtas” of Iım 15 havıng ‘*duo praecepta . ere AT [WO because,
although al  una charıtate dılıguntur, NO sunt amen NUMmm quı dılıguntur : Sermo 265,9
(ML 38,1223). Elsewhere, Augustıne SCS the eXpress10ons: “ ıstam geminam carıtatem de1
proxim1”: De Doctrina Christiana 1,86 9l IC 3229
Date post- fThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  43  contained in the twin precept of Matt. 22.37-407). In 388-389 A.D.  Augustine does not dwell on this point, but the expression does provide  us with an allusion to a formulation which by 407 A.D. was on the point  of becoming a characteristically Augustinian acquisition, viz. ‘from one  and the same love we love God and the neighbour””: ex una eademque  caritate deum proximumque diligimus®). Certainly, the latter formulation  is pregnant with a richness of life-experience and of reflection upon the  Scriptures from which the former eamdem caritatem could not yet  benefit. It is nevertheless revealing to find at such an early stage the  neighbour-love of Rom. 13.10 referred to, even if cursorily, as the  “same” as the love envisaged by the double commandment of Matt.  22.37-40. In its own way, the eamdem caritatem provides an intriguing  confirmation that the nec rursum separans quod majestas una conjungit of  De Moribus does not stand isolated and alone. As a link between the  eamdem caritatem of 388-389 and the mature ex una eademque caritate  we might consider an expression from the commentary on the letter to  the Galatians which dates from 395 A.D. There we are told that the  peace by which we are reconciled to God is the same peace (eademque  pace) which is preserved among human beings when they treat one  another with due moderation, forbearance, kindness and goodness that  is ready to forgive?). Indeed, in the same commentary, Augustine g0es so  far as to state, for the first time, not only that the precept of love for God  cannot stand without that of love for neighbour, and vice versa, but also  that to mention one of these precepts is often sufficient to indicate them  7’) De Genesi contra Manichaeos 2,23,36 (ML 34,215): “Apostolus dicit, Plenitudo  autem Legis, charitas (Rom. 13.10); et videamus eamdem charitatem praecepto illo gemino  contineri, Diliges Dominum Deum tuum ex toto corde tuo, et ex tota anima tua, et ex tota  mente tua; et diliges proximum tamquam teipsum; in quibus duobus praeceptis tota Lex  pendet, et Prophetae (Matt. 22.37,39,40)”. This ‘‘eamdem caritatem praecepto illo gemino”  is paralleled by En. in ps. 140,2 (CC 40,2027. ML 37,1816) (Date: 414-415) which speaks of  ‘“ista caritas” of 1 Tim. 1.5 having ‘““duo praecepta””. There are two precepts because,  although ‘“una charitate diliguntur, non sunt tamen unum qui diliguntur”” : Sermo 265,9  (ML 38,1223). Elsewhere, Augustine uses the expressions: ‘“istam geminam caritatem dei et  proximi””: De Doctrina Christiana 1,86 (CSEL 80,30) = 1,36,40 (CC 32,29. ML 34,34)  (Date: post-396); ‘*... una caritas totum implet. Sed ipsa caritas gemina est: in deum et in  proximum” : Sermo Wilmart 2,3 (MA 1,676) (Date: pre-410); ‘““geminum opus dilectionis”:  Epistola 149,1,4 (CSEL 44, 352. ML 33,632) (Date: 415).  ®) De Trinitate 8,9,12 (CC 50,289. ML 42,959).  °) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas (CSEL 84,128. ML 35,2142): “Huic itaque pax  contraria est, qua reconciliamur deo, eademque pace etiam cum hominibus custodita  veneficiorum ... dissensionumque vitia sanantur in nobis, ut autem in aliis, inter quos  Vivimus, iusta moderatione tractentur et ad sustinendum longanimitas et ad curandum  benignitas et ad ignoscendum bonitas militat”.un  <b carıtas implet. Sed 1psa carıtas gemina est ın eum In
Droximum ”: Sermo Wilmart 23 (MA (Date pre-410); “"geminum ODUS dılection1ıs :
Epistola S  X 44, 352 33,632) alte 415)

De Irinitate 8,9,12 (CE 42,959)
EXpositio Epistolae ad Galatas 35,2142): ‘“ Huıic ıtaque DdA

contrarıa est, qua reconcılıamur deo, eademque PaCcCCc et1am (L homınıbus custodıta
veneficıorum dıssensıonumque vıtı1a sanantu In nobıs, ut autem in alııs, inter qu OS
VIvVimus, lusta moderatıone tractentur ei ad sustiınendum longanımıtas ad curandum
benignitas ei ad ignoscendum boniıtas mılıtat  3,
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both*°®). We return discuss the TCason for thıs shortly when the
unıty 1ssue 1s ea ıth from other perspectives.

What princıpally al thıs pomt 1S the fact that certaın
unıty between love for (GJ0d and ne1ghbour 1s nOt completely unattested
In the Augustine of the per10 388305 Some examples ave already
een o1ven, Iwo other whıiıle employıng alternatıve termiınology,
AIC worth addıng the hıst Accordıing De Quantitate Anımae 78 of
38RT-388 the only true and perfect relıg1ı0n aec sola religio 1s
constituted Dy love of enemıles. Such love makes the soul apt be
reconcıled G0od and WO of that perfect reedom into 1C It
enters when ıt cshows ıtself pleasıng tO God by serving hım **): The
impression g1ven 1S strongly that OoONec pleases God by serving hım when
ON loves one’s enemıles : haec est verd, haec perfecta, haec sola religio.
Even though reconcılıatıon ıth (30d and perfect reedom flow from thıs
love of enemıt1es, the latter 1S nNnOoTt be SCCI1 d merely °human ”
preparatıon for freer and INOTEC harmon10us love of God, but rather dSs

intergral part of the soul’s lıyıng accordıng ıts bond of serviıice LO God
by which it 1s pleasıng hım De Vera Religione of 30() 15 EVEN

clearer ın thıs regard. When love OUT enemıes, dSs who wısh
become free ATC OUN: love them in obedience unchangeable
law, ıIn fact become invıncıble because AIC 1O unable lose the
object of OUT love, VEn unchangeable law hıs ONC ıng quae res

UNdg) LO love of enemıles ıIn obedience unchangeable law
makes us invıncıble and perfect 12) Thus, love for God 1s manıfested by
showıng love for hıs Jaw, and ONC o€es thıs by lovıng the galn,
love for enemıles 1s ere IMNOTE than unaıded °human ” preparatıon for
invıincıbılıty and perfection in ove for God the WaY
invıncıbılıty and perfect1ion precıisely because it 1s the vres UNd which
CXPDICSSCS love fOor unchangeable law Enemies ARD a loved when

10) Ibid., 84,1 35,2138): ‘“Cum CIBO uUutrumgqu!' praeceptum ıta sıt,
ut neutrum sıne altero possıt tener]1, et1am 11UI1 horum COM  Talt‘ plerumque sufficıt

11) De Quantitate Anımae 78 (ML 32,1078): “Haec est VCId, aecCc perfecta, 2aeC sola
rel1g10 CT qUam Deo reconcılıarı pertinet ad anımae, de qua quaer1ımus, magnıtudinem,
UUa lıbertate dıgnam facıt Na lle ab omnıbus ıberat, CUul servıre omnıbus utilissimum
est, ei ın CU1uUSs servıt1o placere perfecta ei sola 1Derias est ‚.

12) De Vera Religione 245-246 46,87 (CC 32,244 34,161)
‘““Dılıgamus CIgO, ut praeceptum eSsL, et1am 1N1mM1COS nOSstTrOos, S1 (n invıctı NN volumus.
Non nım PCI se1ıpsum qu1squam homınum iInvıctus est sed pCTI am incommutabılem
egem, CUul quıcumque serviunt, solı Sunt lıber1i S1IC nım e1s quod dılıgunt auferrI1 NO  —

potest : qQUuUaC ICS un  D Invıctos IT e} ei perfectos VIrOS’.
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obey od’s law which love; and thıs pErSsoN Cannot attaın by hıs OW.

TEeESOUTITCECS (per seipsum), but only hrough the law itself*®): The general
iıdea ere corresponds TU INOIC feature of the commenta the
letter the Galatıans: love of ne1ghbour 1s inextricably Iınked love for
God because the God love commands that should love OUT

neighbours **). hıs feature 11l become INOIC COININON after 395 A
but, A ave SCCH, it 1S present, al least 1n iınchoate IMNMANNCI, in works
d early d De Vera Religione and SVCNn De QOuantitate Anımae.

ere aTec therefore sufficıent TESONAaNCES in the Augustine
add certaın amount of weıight LO hıs statement that hat the ONC

sovere1gn majJesty has jJoıned ogether 1S NOL LO be separated. Granted, the
expression UNd Carıtas oes not aDpCal al thıs time. Rom 3.10 and
Matt 22.37-40, however, aATeC sa1d tO refer LO the SAaIinec love eamdem
caritatem); and love of enemıles aAappCars ASs haec sola religi0 and qUAE res

UNd IC make human beings perfectly invıncıble and free ıIn the lovıng
service of law Human beings’ OW efforts aTe insufficıent LO thıs
task The elements ave drawn attention ıIn order attenuate LOO

crudely nalve understandıng of the vinculum and the ASieD and cradle”’
of De Moribus also Support the contention that love for ne1ghbour

in the CYVCS of the pre-395 Augustine cCannot sımply be equated ıth hat
1S congruent and possıble LO human FTEeESOUTCES alone. TIo spea ere of
discontinulty and rupture between love for (GJ0d and OVe for ne1ghbour
15 usec inappropriately Sstrong Janguage. They INaYy not ave embraced,
but they aAaTe already closer than m1g ave een expected.
When Augustine states ıth SOMMEC certainty ın De Moribus that ıf
DCISON despises hıs ne1ghbour he cannot COM the God whom he loves,

NO NOW that he O€es nOoTt consıder thıs respect fOor the ne1ghbour
dıscardable °human’ ” phase due be superseded by the dıvine of
OVe for God He SCCS the loves rather A havıng een Joıned together and
made inseparable Dy the OMNC sovere1gn majJesty himself; he SCCS love of
enemıies as constituting the sola religio and qUAE res UNdGd hrough 1C
human beings ATC ree‘ and perfected; he SCCS the loves, al least NCC

13) Ibid. “ Non nım DCI selıpsum quısquam homınum invıctus est ; sed DCI am
iIncommutabilem egem, Cul quıcumque serviunt, solı sunt lıber1”.

14) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 350  - “Conse-
est utem, ul, quı LOLO corde, tota anıma, tota mente eum dılıgıt, dılıgat ei

proximum tamquam se1psum, quı1a hoc 1U ılle, quecm tOLO corde, tota anıma,
tota ente dılıgıt””
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explıicıtly, 4S the Samne love., and, by 395, d promoting the SAamllc

and reconcılıation.
Undenably, these instances of unıty aIcC, hardly surprisingly, few ın

comparıson tO those that AIC encountered after 395 Admıttedly also. the
unıty 1S nOoTl al all as explıcıt and well-defined, 1910)8 1S it the object of
the interest, s1ign1ıficance, emphasıs and wonderment that ıt ıll later
become. Fınally, despıte the assertion that the loves AL nNnOTL be
separated, there 1s escapıng the fact that, ıIn the statement of princıple
in De Moribus, love for G0d 15 hıghlıghted, ıle the ne1ghbour AaDPCAaISs
ın subordinate phrase and role :46  R. Canning  explicitly, as the same love, and, by 395, as promoting the same peace  and reconciliation.  Undeniably, these instances of unity are, hardly surprisingly, few in  comparison to those that are encountered after 395. Admittedly also, the  unity is not at all as explicit and well-defined, nor is it the object of  the interest, significance, emphasis and wonderment that it will later  become. Finally, despite the assertion that the loves are not to be  separated, there is no escaping the fact that, in the statement of principle  in De Moribus, love for God is highlighted, while the neighbour appears  in a subordinate phrase and role: ‘*... no one should think that while he  despises his neighbour he will come to beatitude and to the God whom he  loves’”’!5). Showing due respect for the neighbour is elsewhere in the  same work explicitated at its loftiest as bringing him to love God!°). As  De Doctrina Christiana, begun in 396 A.D., has it: whatever we love  should be drawn to the same goal towards which the whole elan of our  love (totus dilectionis impetus) 1s running.  Whoever therefore loves his neighbour rightly ought to act in his  regard in such a way that the neighbour himself may also love God  with all the heart, all the soul, and all the mind. For, loving the  neighbour as himself in this way, a person draws.all the love he has  for himself and for the neighbour into that love for God which  permits no trickle to be led off from itself, for by this turning away it  would be diminished ! ”).  Here it is the love for God as all-embracing and all-demanding  which is the driving-force of unity. Within its flow love for neighbour has  a privileged, integral, but subordinate role. There is virtue in this focus in  that love for self and for neighbour are thus kept intent on their true  goal; the danger that love’s genuine.elan will be stemmed or diverted is  obviated. While the post-395 Augustine never falls to insist upon this  orientation of all love to God, who is to be loved with all that lives in us,  he does come to employ a different focus on the unity question, and  15) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1,26,51 (ML 32,1332): “*  ne se quisquam  credat, contempto proximo ad beatitudinem et ad Deum quem diligit esse venturum”.  16). 7bid., 1,26;49 (ML 32,4331).  17). .De Doctrina Christiana 1;43 (CSEL 80,19) = 1,22;21:(CC 32,18. ML 34,27): “...  sed quidquid aliud diligendum venerit in animum, illuc rapiatur, quo totus dilectionis  impetus currit. Quisquis ergo recte proximum diligit, hoc cum eo debet agere, ut etiam ipse  toto corde, tota anima, tota mente diligat deum. Sic enim eum diligens tamquam seipsum,  totam dilectionem sui et illius refert in illam dilectionem dei, quae nullum a se rivulum duci  extra patitur, cuius derivatione minuatur”.OIC should 1ın that ı1le he
despises hıs ne1ghbour he ıll COMEC to beatıtude and the God whom he
loves 223 Showiıng due respect for the ne1ıghbour 15 elsewhere ın the
SAa work explicıtated al 1ts loftiest ASs rngıng hım love God 16) As
De Doctrina Christiana, egun in 396 has ıt whatever love
should be drawn the Samnec goal towards whıich the ole elan of OUT

love (fOtus dilectionis impetus) 15 runnıng.
Whoever therefore loves hıs ne1ghbour rıghtly ought aCct ın hıs

regard In such WaY that the ne1ghbour hımself INa Yy also love (God
ıth all the heart, all the soul, and all the mınd. For. lovıng the
ne1ghbour dS hımself ıIn thıs WAaY, PCISON raws .a the love he has
for hımself and for the ne1ghbour into that ove for (GG0d which
permıits rickle tO be led off from ıtself, fOor Dy thıs turnıng AaWAaY 1t
WOU be dımıinıshed
Here ıt 15 the love fOr (GJ0d d all-embracıng and all-demandıng

1C 1s the drıving-force of unıty. ıthın ıts flow love for ne1ighbour has
priviıleged, integral, but subordinate role. ere 15 virtue in thıs focus ın

that love for self and for ne1ghbour ATC thus kept intent theır iIrue

goal; the danger that love’'s genulne elan ll be stemmed OT 1verte: 1S
obvıated. ıle the post-395 Augustine insist uDON thıs
orlıentatıiıon of all ove God, wh 1s be OVEe': ıth all that lıves ın us,
he o€es COMC employ dıfferent focus the unıty quest10on, and

15) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae m (ML 32:13323: “ quısquam
credat, contempto prox1mo ad beatıtudiınem ei ad Deum quem dılıgıt s5C venturum .

16) Ibid., e’ (ML 32.4331).
17) De Doctrina Christiana 1,43 9 (CC 32,1846  R. Canning  explicitly, as the same love, and, by 395, as promoting the same peace  and reconciliation.  Undeniably, these instances of unity are, hardly surprisingly, few in  comparison to those that are encountered after 395. Admittedly also, the  unity is not at all as explicit and well-defined, nor is it the object of  the interest, significance, emphasis and wonderment that it will later  become. Finally, despite the assertion that the loves are not to be  separated, there is no escaping the fact that, in the statement of principle  in De Moribus, love for God is highlighted, while the neighbour appears  in a subordinate phrase and role: ‘*... no one should think that while he  despises his neighbour he will come to beatitude and to the God whom he  loves’”’!5). Showing due respect for the neighbour is elsewhere in the  same work explicitated at its loftiest as bringing him to love God!°). As  De Doctrina Christiana, begun in 396 A.D., has it: whatever we love  should be drawn to the same goal towards which the whole elan of our  love (totus dilectionis impetus) 1s running.  Whoever therefore loves his neighbour rightly ought to act in his  regard in such a way that the neighbour himself may also love God  with all the heart, all the soul, and all the mind. For, loving the  neighbour as himself in this way, a person draws.all the love he has  for himself and for the neighbour into that love for God which  permits no trickle to be led off from itself, for by this turning away it  would be diminished ! ”).  Here it is the love for God as all-embracing and all-demanding  which is the driving-force of unity. Within its flow love for neighbour has  a privileged, integral, but subordinate role. There is virtue in this focus in  that love for self and for neighbour are thus kept intent on their true  goal; the danger that love’s genuine.elan will be stemmed or diverted is  obviated. While the post-395 Augustine never falls to insist upon this  orientation of all love to God, who is to be loved with all that lives in us,  he does come to employ a different focus on the unity question, and  15) De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 1,26,51 (ML 32,1332): “*  ne se quisquam  credat, contempto proximo ad beatitudinem et ad Deum quem diligit esse venturum”.  16). 7bid., 1,26;49 (ML 32,4331).  17). .De Doctrina Christiana 1;43 (CSEL 80,19) = 1,22;21:(CC 32,18. ML 34,27): “...  sed quidquid aliud diligendum venerit in animum, illuc rapiatur, quo totus dilectionis  impetus currit. Quisquis ergo recte proximum diligit, hoc cum eo debet agere, ut etiam ipse  toto corde, tota anima, tota mente diligat deum. Sic enim eum diligens tamquam seipsum,  totam dilectionem sui et illius refert in illam dilectionem dei, quae nullum a se rivulum duci  extra patitur, cuius derivatione minuatur”.sed quı1dquıd alıud dılıgendum veneriıt iın anımum, iılluc rapıatur, quUO dılection1ıs

mpetus currtiıt. Qu1squıs CTZO recte proximum dılıgıt, hOoc CUIN debet » ut et1am 1pse
tOLO corde, tota anıma, tota men dılıgat eum SIC nım Cu dılıgens Lamquam se1ıpsum,

dılectiıonem SUl et ıllıus refert ın ıllam dılectiıonem deı, quaC nullum rıyulum ucCIı
exTir: patıtur, CU1uUSs derıvatıone mınuatur .
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indeed gıve INOTC attention tOo the question ıtself. 1S thıs focus that
brings love of neighbour into 1g that 15 al NCC INOTITC posıtıve than De
Moribus’ Contempto DFrOXIMO and INOTEC sharply disclosive than that
Oove Joıned together ıth love for God by the ONC SUPTICMC majJesty and
seekıng TAawW the ne1ghbour love God otally ıth heart, mınd and
soul.

IHE ES  ED W AS “UNUS 'L1US”

An appreclatıon of the NECWNCSS evoked by the eXpress1ons of unıty
famılıar LO Augustine after 305 Can be gaıned Dy takıng second
pomt 1ın relatıon LO De Moribus ’  > the ONC sovereıgn majJesty,
tself. unıtes love for God and love for ne1ghbour. oticıng the increasıng
nuancıng of hat such unıty entaıls ın relatıon the UNd majestas, and
how it Can be brought about, Can ead us into central dimensiıon of
Augustine’s later VIEW of the unıty matter De Moribus us that God
has Joımned worshıp of (G0d and love of ne1ghbour together and that
ogether they form the church’s pharmacy agaılnst SIN No LTeCason 15 g1ven
for the unıon but dıvine decree, and nothıng LNOIC 1s saıd of ıts nature
NOW, ONC sıgnifıcant advance made thıs posıtıon Oou under
the influence of the fiıgure of rıst, the ne1ghbour, who ıll be recalle'
from the DPrev10us chapter. By the ast decade of hıs ıfe Augustine
consıdered the [WO commandments tOo be ONMNC iın that they ATIc tO be OUN!
and fulfilled in Christ, the Word made flesh (Jn 1.14), who has become
OUT ne1ghbour. He 1S commenting the psalm °Look hNOW

for yOUT g1ve ıfe by YOUI rıghteousness ” (Ps
19).40)

Look, ave yearned from mM Y ole heart, from IMn Yy ole soul,
and fifrom IMY ole mınd, love YOU and I1 Y ne1ıghbour ASs myself.
Give 1ıfe nOoTt by MY OW but Dy yOUTr rıghteousness. That 15 LO
SdaYy, fill wıth thıs love for which ave yearned Help do
what YOU put before M' YOU yourself, g1ve what YOU command.
Give life Dy VOUFT righteousnessThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  4T  indeed to give more attention to the question itself. It is this focus that  brings love of neighbour into a light that is at once more positive than De  Moribus’ ne contempto proximo and more sharply disclosive than that  love joined together with love for God by the one supreme majesty and  seeking to draw the neighbour to love God totally with heart, mind and  soul.  C. THE UNITY ESTABLISHED BY “UNA MAJESTAS” — “UNUS CHRISTUS”  An appreciation of the newness evoked by the expressions of unity  familiar to Augustine after 395 A.D. can be gained by taking up a second  point in relation to De Moribus 1,30,62 : the one sovereign majesty, peace  itself, unites love for God and love for neighbour. Noticing the increasing  nuancing of what such unity entails in relation to the una majestas, and  how it can be brought about, can lead us into a central dimension of  Augustine’s later view of the unity matter. De Moribus tells us that God  has joined worship of God and love of neighbour together and that  together they form the church’s pharmacy against sin. No reason is given  for the union but divine decree, and nothing more is said of its nature.  Now, one significant advance made on this position comes about under  the influence of the figure of Christ, the neighbour, who will be recalled  from the previous chapter. By the last decade of his life Augustine  considered the two commandments to be one in that they are to be found  and fulfilled in Christ, the Word made flesh (Jn. 1.14), who has become  our neighbour. He is commenting on the psalm verse: “Look how I  yearn for your precepts: give me life by your righteousness” (Ps.  118(119).40).  Look, I have yearned from my whole heart, from my whole soul,  and from my whole mind, to love you and my neighbour as myself.  Give me life not by my own but by your righteousness. That is to  say, fill me with this love for which I have yearned. Help me to do  what you put before me; you yourself, give me what you command.  Give me life by your righteousness ... Your righteousness is Christ ...  And in him I find your commandments which I have yearned for, so  that you might give me life by your righteousness, that is, in him.  For he is himself the Word who is God. And the Word has become  flesh so as to be my neighbour as well (cf. Jn. 1.14).*8).  18) En. in ps. 118, sermo 12,5 (CC 40,1074. ML 37,1435): “Ecce concupivi ex toto  corde, ex tota anima, ex tota mente diligere te, et proximum sicut me: non in mea, sed in fua  iustitia vivifica me, hoc est, ista caritate quam concupivi, imple me. Adiuva ut facıam quodY our rıghteousness 1s ChriıstThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  4T  indeed to give more attention to the question itself. It is this focus that  brings love of neighbour into a light that is at once more positive than De  Moribus’ ne contempto proximo and more sharply disclosive than that  love joined together with love for God by the one supreme majesty and  seeking to draw the neighbour to love God totally with heart, mind and  soul.  C. THE UNITY ESTABLISHED BY “UNA MAJESTAS” — “UNUS CHRISTUS”  An appreciation of the newness evoked by the expressions of unity  familiar to Augustine after 395 A.D. can be gained by taking up a second  point in relation to De Moribus 1,30,62 : the one sovereign majesty, peace  itself, unites love for God and love for neighbour. Noticing the increasing  nuancing of what such unity entails in relation to the una majestas, and  how it can be brought about, can lead us into a central dimension of  Augustine’s later view of the unity matter. De Moribus tells us that God  has joined worship of God and love of neighbour together and that  together they form the church’s pharmacy against sin. No reason is given  for the union but divine decree, and nothing more is said of its nature.  Now, one significant advance made on this position comes about under  the influence of the figure of Christ, the neighbour, who will be recalled  from the previous chapter. By the last decade of his life Augustine  considered the two commandments to be one in that they are to be found  and fulfilled in Christ, the Word made flesh (Jn. 1.14), who has become  our neighbour. He is commenting on the psalm verse: “Look how I  yearn for your precepts: give me life by your righteousness” (Ps.  118(119).40).  Look, I have yearned from my whole heart, from my whole soul,  and from my whole mind, to love you and my neighbour as myself.  Give me life not by my own but by your righteousness. That is to  say, fill me with this love for which I have yearned. Help me to do  what you put before me; you yourself, give me what you command.  Give me life by your righteousness ... Your righteousness is Christ ...  And in him I find your commandments which I have yearned for, so  that you might give me life by your righteousness, that is, in him.  For he is himself the Word who is God. And the Word has become  flesh so as to be my neighbour as well (cf. Jn. 1.14).*8).  18) En. in ps. 118, sermo 12,5 (CC 40,1074. ML 37,1435): “Ecce concupivi ex toto  corde, ex tota anima, ex tota mente diligere te, et proximum sicut me: non in mea, sed in fua  iustitia vivifica me, hoc est, ista caritate quam concupivi, imple me. Adiuva ut facıam quodAnd in hım find yOUI commandments which ave yearned {Or,
that yOUu m1g give ıfe by your rıghteousness, that 1S, in hım
For he 1s hıimself the Word who 1S God And the Word has become
flesh 4S LO be MY ne1ghbour 4S ell (cf. JIn 1.14) 18)

18) En In 118, 23 (CC 40,1074 37,1435): "“Ecce CONCUPIVI tOLO
corde, tota anıma, totLa mente dılıgere te, et proximum sicut 1918}  —_ in INCAa, sed IN [uda
Iustitia vivifica M hOocC est, ista carıtate QqUahMll CONCUPIVI, iımple Adıuva ut facıam quod



Canniıng

In Ghrist: the rıghteousness of God, Can become dSs ully alıve 4S

ave yearned become. Christ us ıth that total love for God
and ne1ghbour for 1C ave longed. Furthermore, in hım, the Word
made flesh, both God and the ne1ıghbour Can be oun and, ıth hıs ıfe-
enhancıng help, they Can be OVe As Sermo 261 1C MaY date from

early d 30’7 0)4 d ate ASs 418 PUuts ıt “II] T1S yOUu ave the ole
(of the double commandment). Do YOU wısh love yYOUIT God? You
ave Hım in Christ In the beginning Was the Word, and the Word Was

ıth God, and the Word Was God’ (Jn L1} Do yOUu wısh love yOUuUTr
neighbour? You ave hım in Christ “CThe Word Wäas made flesh and
we amongst us (Jn 97 Christ, who 15 both God and the
ne1ghbour, 15 the unıfyıng factor in both the cCcommenta: psalm 118
and Sermo 261 Through h1is takıng human flesh, the un  © majestas has
determined ın hıs OW PCISON, the Incarnate Word, that Oove for God
and love for ne1ghbour dIC inseparable. Fn IN DS 118, 1recte: agamlnst
the Pelagıans, adds tO thıs that the V love ıth 1C Chrıst, God and
ne1ghbour, 1s OVe: LO enlıven us through the rıghteousness of
God, that 1S, in T1S hımself. For FEn In DS 140,2 ate 414-415), the
love 1C 15 described Dy Tım . dSs comiıing from DUIC heart, g00d
cConsclience and unfeigned al 1.e the love 1C has {WO 19)  > 1s
sa1d tO be Chriıst 20) Thus, the UNd majestas, the Incarnate Word, has
also determıiıned that the regardıng God and the ne1ghbour be
inseparable because he hımself 1s the love IDSa Carlıtas haec Caritas)
1C loves genumely from DUIC heart accordıng tO the mınd of God
(secundum eum In Christ, therefore, ave both (J0d and the
ne1ghbour be OoVve and Chriıst ıIn us loves them Or, as it MaYy also be
expressed, ıIn Christ love them

ese consıderations dSs ole ear strıkıng resemblance O the
text 1C perhaps better than an Yy other reveals Augustine’s mature

commendas, dona 1Ipse quod mandas. In [UG Iustitia vivifica (v 40)48  R. Canning  In Christ, the righteousness of God, we can become as fully alive as  we have yearned to become. Christ fills us with that total love for God  and neighbour for which we have longed. Furthermore, in him, the Word  made flesh, both God and the neighbour can be found, and, with his life-  enhancing help, they can be loved. As Sermo 261 — which may date from  as early as 397 or as late as 418 — puts it: ‘In Christ you have the whole  (of the double commandment). Do you wish to love your God? You  have Him in Christ. ‘In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was  with God, and the Word was God’ (Jn. 1.1). Do you wish to love your  neighbour? You have him in Christ. “The Word was made flesh and  dwelt amongst us’ (Jn. 1.14)’!?). Christ, who is both God and the  neighbour, is the unifying factor in both the commentary on psalm 118  and Sermo 261. Through his taking on human flesh, the una majestas has  determined in his own person, the Incarnate Word, that love for God  and love for neighbour are inseparable. En. in ps. 118, directed against  the Pelagians, adds to this that the very love with which Christ, God and  neighbour, is loved comes to enliven us through the righteousness of  God, that is, in Christ himself. For En. in ps. 140,2 (Date: 414-415), the  love which is described by 1 Tim. 1.5 as coming from a pure heart, a good  conscience and unfeigned faith, i.e. the love which has two precepts, is  said to be Christ?°). Thus, the una majestas, the Incarnate Word, has  also determined that the precepts regarding God and the neighbour be  inseparable because he himself is the love (ipsa caritas — haec caritas)  which loves genuinely from a pure heart according to the mind of God  (secundum Deum). In Christ, therefore, we have both God and the  neighbour to be loved, and Christ in us loves them. Or, as it may also be  expressed, we in Christ love them.  These considerations as a whole bear a striking resemblance to the  text which perhaps better than any other reveals Augustine’s mature  commendas, dona ipse quod mandas. In tua iustitia vivifica me (v. 40) ... Iustitia tua  Christus est ... Et in illo invenio mandata tua quae concupivi, ut in tua iustitia, hoc est in  illo, vivifices me. Ipse est enim Verbum Deus; et Verbum caro factum est, ut esset et  proximus meus (cf. Jn. 1.14)”.  19) Sermo 261,8,8 (ML 38,1206): ‘‘In Christo habes totum. Deum tuum vis diligere?  Habes in Christo: In 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)”.  20) En. in ps. 140,2 (CC 40,2027. ML 37,1816): “Ista caritas definita ab Apostolo  habet duo praecepta, dilectionis dei et dilectionis proximi ... Haec caritas clamat de corde  puro, de corde talium in his verbis, qualis hic modo orat. Et quis iste sit, cito dixerim:  Christus est”.Uustıitıa [Ud
Christus est48  R. Canning  In Christ, the righteousness of God, we can become as fully alive as  we have yearned to become. Christ fills us with that total love for God  and neighbour for which we have longed. Furthermore, in him, the Word  made flesh, both God and the neighbour can be found, and, with his life-  enhancing help, they can be loved. As Sermo 261 — which may date from  as early as 397 or as late as 418 — puts it: ‘In Christ you have the whole  (of the double commandment). Do you wish to love your God? You  have Him in Christ. ‘In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was  with God, and the Word was God’ (Jn. 1.1). Do you wish to love your  neighbour? You have him in Christ. “The Word was made flesh and  dwelt amongst us’ (Jn. 1.14)’!?). Christ, who is both God and the  neighbour, is the unifying factor in both the commentary on psalm 118  and Sermo 261. Through his taking on human flesh, the una majestas has  determined in his own person, the Incarnate Word, that love for God  and love for neighbour are inseparable. En. in ps. 118, directed against  the Pelagians, adds to this that the very love with which Christ, God and  neighbour, is loved comes to enliven us through the righteousness of  God, that is, in Christ himself. For En. in ps. 140,2 (Date: 414-415), the  love which is described by 1 Tim. 1.5 as coming from a pure heart, a good  conscience and unfeigned faith, i.e. the love which has two precepts, is  said to be Christ?°). Thus, the una majestas, the Incarnate Word, has  also determined that the precepts regarding God and the neighbour be  inseparable because he himself is the love (ipsa caritas — haec caritas)  which loves genuinely from a pure heart according to the mind of God  (secundum Deum). In Christ, therefore, we have both God and the  neighbour to be loved, and Christ in us loves them. Or, as it may also be  expressed, we in Christ love them.  These considerations as a whole bear a striking resemblance to the  text which perhaps better than any other reveals Augustine’s mature  commendas, dona ipse quod mandas. In tua iustitia vivifica me (v. 40) ... Iustitia tua  Christus est ... Et in illo invenio mandata tua quae concupivi, ut in tua iustitia, hoc est in  illo, vivifices me. Ipse est enim Verbum Deus; et Verbum caro factum est, ut esset et  proximus meus (cf. Jn. 1.14)”.  19) Sermo 261,8,8 (ML 38,1206): ‘‘In Christo habes totum. Deum tuum vis diligere?  Habes in Christo: In 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)”.  20) En. in ps. 140,2 (CC 40,2027. ML 37,1816): “Ista caritas definita ab Apostolo  habet duo praecepta, dilectionis dei et dilectionis proximi ... Haec caritas clamat de corde  puro, de corde talium in his verbis, qualis hic modo orat. Et quis iste sit, cito dixerim:  Christus est”.Et in llo 1INnven10 mandata tua quac CONCUPIVI, ut in {ua justitla, hoc est In
ıllo, Viviıfices Ipse est nım Verbum Deus; et Verbum d1IO factum est, ut esse‘ el
DrOXImus INCUS (cf. In 14)°

19) Sermo ‚  y (ML 38,1206): in Christo es Deum tuum VIS dılıgere ?
es ın Christo: In DFINCIDILO ral Verbum, el Verbum Tal apud Deum, el Deus ral Verbum
(Jn 183 Proximum VIS dılıgere ? Habes In Christo: Verbum caro factum est, el habitavit In
nobis (Jn 1.14)”

20) En In 140,2 ( 40,2027 37,1816): “ Ista Carıtas definıta ab postolo
duo cepta, dılectionıs de1 el dılectionıs proxim148  R. Canning  In Christ, the righteousness of God, we can become as fully alive as  we have yearned to become. Christ fills us with that total love for God  and neighbour for which we have longed. Furthermore, in him, the Word  made flesh, both God and the neighbour can be found, and, with his life-  enhancing help, they can be loved. As Sermo 261 — which may date from  as early as 397 or as late as 418 — puts it: ‘In Christ you have the whole  (of the double commandment). Do you wish to love your God? You  have Him in Christ. ‘In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was  with God, and the Word was God’ (Jn. 1.1). Do you wish to love your  neighbour? You have him in Christ. “The Word was made flesh and  dwelt amongst us’ (Jn. 1.14)’!?). Christ, who is both God and the  neighbour, is the unifying factor in both the commentary on psalm 118  and Sermo 261. Through his taking on human flesh, the una majestas has  determined in his own person, the Incarnate Word, that love for God  and love for neighbour are inseparable. En. in ps. 118, directed against  the Pelagians, adds to this that the very love with which Christ, God and  neighbour, is loved comes to enliven us through the righteousness of  God, that is, in Christ himself. For En. in ps. 140,2 (Date: 414-415), the  love which is described by 1 Tim. 1.5 as coming from a pure heart, a good  conscience and unfeigned faith, i.e. the love which has two precepts, is  said to be Christ?°). Thus, the una majestas, the Incarnate Word, has  also determined that the precepts regarding God and the neighbour be  inseparable because he himself is the love (ipsa caritas — haec caritas)  which loves genuinely from a pure heart according to the mind of God  (secundum Deum). In Christ, therefore, we have both God and the  neighbour to be loved, and Christ in us loves them. Or, as it may also be  expressed, we in Christ love them.  These considerations as a whole bear a striking resemblance to the  text which perhaps better than any other reveals Augustine’s mature  commendas, dona ipse quod mandas. In tua iustitia vivifica me (v. 40) ... Iustitia tua  Christus est ... Et in illo invenio mandata tua quae concupivi, ut in tua iustitia, hoc est in  illo, vivifices me. Ipse est enim Verbum Deus; et Verbum caro factum est, ut esset et  proximus meus (cf. Jn. 1.14)”.  19) Sermo 261,8,8 (ML 38,1206): ‘‘In Christo habes totum. Deum tuum vis diligere?  Habes in Christo: In 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)”.  20) En. in ps. 140,2 (CC 40,2027. ML 37,1816): “Ista caritas definita ab Apostolo  habet duo praecepta, dilectionis dei et dilectionis proximi ... Haec caritas clamat de corde  puro, de corde talium in his verbis, qualis hic modo orat. Et quis iste sit, cito dixerim:  Christus est”.Haec Carıtas clamat de corde

PUTO, de corde talıum In hıs verbiıs, qualıs hıc modo Tat Et quıs iste sıt, 1to dixeriım:
Christus est  92



The nity of Love for God and Neighbour

mınd OUT quaestio. 18 10,3 of In Epistolam Toannıs,
datıng from 40 7, which deserves LO be quoted al length. John in hıs first
letter rapıdly from speakıng of love for the Son of God JIn

speakıng of love for the ren of God Jn 3:2) He Can do thıs,
SaYyYS Augustine,

because the ren of (G0d aAIic the body of the only Son of God
Sınce he 15 the head and the members, there 1s but ONe Son of
God Therefore, whoever loves the chılaren of God loves the Son of
God, and whoever loves the Son of God loves the Father No ONC
Can love the Father unless he loves the S5on, and whoever loves the
Son also loves the ren of God

Who ATC the ren of God? The members of the Son of (G10d
Ihrough love PpCerSON becomes member of rst, and hrough
love he 1S taken into the organısm of Christ’s body Thus ıt
about that there ıll be ONE Christ loving himself**).
The UNd majestas has ere become the ONEC Son of God, head and

members, the ONMNC body of Christ Not only dıd (J0d become OUT

ne1ghbour when the Word became flesh, such that both God and the
ne1ghbour aTre be oun in rnst, but the Samnlc Christ incorporates us

nto hımself, makıng us members of hıs body Hıs love establıshes
unbreakable unıty between head and members, such that it 15 imposs1ble

love the ONMNC wıthout the other For the ON Son of God, the OTC body
of Christ, 1s OVEe: Moreover, the love iın the body 1S Christ, Just 4S in En
INn DS 140,2 the love from DUIC heart accordıng LO the mınd of God 18
called Christ Therefore, Augustine Cal foresee that when love ıll ave
eached perfecti0n, the ultımate unıty between love fOor G0od and
ne1ghbour ıll be achleved: ..  there 111 be ONe Christ loving himself” The
UNGd majestas d ..  one T1s lovıng hıimself” makes of the LWO inseparable
loves ONC Christ-love In hat ollows Augustine proceeds Taw out
the implıcations of thıs nsıght into the ola TISEU'S radıcalısıng of the
INanner In IC almost LWENLY earlıer, UNd majestas Wäas saıd
Jomm love for (G0d and love fOor neighbour. The ON Christ wiıll, of COUTISC,
Ove hımself when the entire body, head and members, love ONC another.

21) In Epistolam Ioannıs, Ir. 10,3 (ML 332055} A quıa fılı Deı COI DUS sunt unıcı
Fıhn Deı: eft CUu Jle aputl, 1105 membra, NUuUs est Fılıus Dei Ergo quı dılıgıt fiılıo0s Delı,
Fıltlum De1n dılıgıt ; el quı dılıgıt Fıllum Deı, Patrem dılıgıt ; NC potest quısquam dılıgere
Patrem, 1S1 dılıgat Fılıum ; el quı dılıgıt Fılıum, dıligıt ei fiıl10s De1i Quos fiılı0s Dei?
membra 1lı1ı De1 dılıgendo fıt eit 1pse membrum, eft fit pCI dilectiıonem ın COMDALC
COrporIıs Christı; ei erıt uUunNnNus Christus se1ıpsum’”.



5() Canning

For when all the members love ONC another, the body loves ıtself.
Lc1f ONC member 1S suffering, all members suffer wıth ıt If ONC
member 1s g1ven specıal honour, al members enN]OYy ıt Now yOUu
ogether A Christ’s body; but each of yOU 15 dıfferent member”

(Dr 2.26-27) peakıng of Taterna love, John 5SayS H ow Can
OINCONC who O€s nOoTt ove the brother whom he Can SCC, Oove God
whom he o€es not see 7° JIn 4.20) Do yOUu 1n that when yYOUu
love yOUIT brother yOU AIC lovıng hım alone and nOoTt Chriıst dS WwWwe
hat 1S iımpossıble, because yOU AIC lovıng the members of Chriıst
When yOUu love Christ’s members, YOU OoVve Christ himself. When
yOUu love Christ, YOU Ove the Son of God When YOU OVe the Son of
God, yOUu OVve the Father Ove Cannot be splı egn lovıng
somewhere, and the rest al follow You Sa y OVve God the Father
alone. That’s not irue If yOUu love hım, then yOUu do noOoTL ove hım
alone, for whoever loves the Father loves the Son also. Look, yOUu
SaYy, love the Father and the Son, but these {[WO only God the
Father and (10d the Son, OUT Lord Jesus Chriıst, wh ascended into
heaven and siıts at the ng hand of the Father, that Word through
whom all thıngs ave een made and wh became flesh and has
we amongst Only thıs do Ove hat 1s nol iru For 3E YOU
OVve the head, yOUu OVve the members LO  © f indeed yYOU do nOT OVe
the members, then yOUu do not OVve the head Aren’t YOU surprised
Dy the Volce of the head that cries from heaven behalf of hıs
members: FEn Saul, why ATC YOU persecuting SA Christ called
the INan wh persecuted hıs members hıs OW perseCcCu(lor. He
consıders that the OMNC wh: loves hıs members loves hımself. You
NOW wh hıs members dIC they dIC church

“We Can be SUIC hat love cANılaren ıf Oove God
hımse Jn 32 Is there then dıstinction between the ren
of G0d and God 1mse Whoever loves God also loves hıs
commandments. And commandments dIe “A 11IC  < COM-
mandment g1ve yOou YOU dIiC Oove OIlC another” (Jn No
ONC has NN G hımself for passıng VeT from the ONC Oove the
other; thıs love 1s entirely of ONC plece. Just dS Oove ıtself has been

into unıty, it unıfies q ]] wh COMEC under ıts influence. Liıke
1re ıt smelts them ogether When gold 1s melted it forms ONC

ingot. But wıthout the ıre of love, it 11l be possıble rıng
INanYy people ogether In uniıty **).
22) Ibid., (ML 35,  j "Cum enım Invicem aman membra, COTDUS

mat Etf $7 patitur NUM membrum, compatıuntur OMNLA membra ; el SZ gloriatur NUM

membrum, congaudent OMNLAG membra. Et quıd SECUTLUS aıt? Vos autem estLs COFDUS Christi d
membra. Diıcebat paulo nte de dılectione fraterna, ei aıt Qui AOoONn diligit fratrem quem
Videt : Deum quem AOoN VL quomodo poterit diligere 1 autem dılıgıs fratrem, forte ratrem
dılıgıs, ei Christum NO  —_ dılıgis ? Quomodo, quando membra Christı dılıgıs? Cum CTgZO
membra Christı dılıgıis: Christum dılıgıs; CUu Chrıistum dılıgıs: Fılıum De1l dılıgı1s; Cu
Fılılum DeI dılıgıs, ei Patrem dılıgıs. Non potest CIgO separarı dılecti10. Elıge tıbı quıd



The nIty of Love for God and Neighbour

ıle OVve 1S entirely of ONC plece that it cannot be splı there
st1l remaıns dıistinetion between God and the cNılaren of (G0d 1s true
that, because there 1S ONC Son of God, ONC body of Christ, “lf yYOUu love
the head, YOU Ove the members t00O  27 and ‘“when yOUu love Christ’s
members, yOUu Oove Christ hımse and therefore also the Father ıle,
however, the ove 15 ONC and the SaJmne that eed CEXCUSC for
passıng CI from Ove of ne1ghbour Oove for God, and vice 9
those OVEe: (30d and the ren of God, head and members, AIC nOoTt
ONC and the SdINe Augustine Cre characterıises (G0d AS the ONC wh g1ves
the commandment of love, 1.e JIn 13.34, and wh INa Yy therefore also be
understood ds the SOUICEC of unıty. TIhe ren of God, the other
hand, ATIC those who, ın lovıng ONC another in obedience
commandment, ın fact Oove God hımself. 1s As ıf Augustine al thıs pomit
wıshes for moOoment bracket the powerfu dea of the ota Christ, est
hıs hearers gaın the mistaken impression that there 1S dıfference
between (GG0od and the ren of God He therefore introduces the
notion of God dSs the law-gıver OT commandment-gıver, 1C ave
SCCI) In De Vera Religione and ıIn the commenta Galatıans, and
1Cc had Jlready made AaDPCATaANCC In hıs previ1ous Jn
“If however YOU do noTt Oove yOUuIL brother, whose commandment ATC yOUu
despising ?” #2): But thıs perspective also immediately eal hım back LO

dılıgas; sequuntur te cetera. Diıcas: Deum solum dılıgo, Deum Patrem Mentirıs: S1 dılıgıs,
11O solum dılıgıs; sed S1 dılıgıs Patrem, dılıgıs ei Fıllum. Ecce, INquIS, dılıgo Patrem, ef
dılıgo Fılıum : sed hoc solum : Patrem Deum ei Fılıluum Deum el omınum NnOstirum Jesum
TIStuUumM quı ascendıiıt In caelos, se. ad dexteram atrıs, ıllud Verbum DCI quod acta
sunt omn1a, ei Verbum dIiIO factum est, ei habıtavıt in nobıs; hoc solum dılıgo. Mentirıs: S1
enım dılıgıs aputl, dılıgıs ei membra; S1 autem membra 11O dılıgıs, NC dılıgıs Non
eXpaVvescCIs capıtıs de caelo clamantem DIO membris: Saule, Saule, quid
persequeris ? Persecutorem SUUuUMmM Vvocavıt persecutorem membrorum SUuUOTUIlN dılectorem
SUuUum vocavıt dılectorem membrorum SUOTUMM Jam quaC sunt membra eJus nostI1s, fratres:
1psa est Ecclesia De1 In hoc COZNOSCIMUS qula diligimus filios Del, qula Deum diligimus. Et
quomodo? Non alıud sunt f1lıı Deı, alıu: Deus? Sed quı Deum dılıgıt, praecepltla eJus dılıgıt
Et Qquac SUnNnt praecepla Dei? Mandatum do vobis, ul VOS InVvICcem diligatis. Nemo
eXcuset PCI alıam dılect1ıonem, ad alıam dılectionem ; Oomnın©o SIC ista dılect10
quomodo 1psa compagınata est in uNum), SIC quı Ha pendent, NUum acıt, et quası
conflat ıllos 1gN1s. Aurum est; conflatur‚ et fıt NUMm alıquıid sed 1S1 fervor charıtatıs
accendat, multıs ın 1NUum conflarrt NO DO

23) Ibid., tr. 9, ] (ML 35:20535): *841 autem ratrem NO dılıg1s; quomodo CU dılıgıs,
CUJUS mandatum contemnıs ?”. ote the shıft of emphasıs TOm De Moribus SE

quısquam credat, contempto proxXx1moThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  5l  While love is so entirely of one piece that it cannot be split up, there  still remains a distinction between God and the children of God. It is true  that, because there is one Son of God, one body of Christ, ‘“if you love  the head, you love the members too’” and ‘‘when you love Christ’s  members, you love Christ himself””, and therefore also the Father. While,  however, the love is one and the same so that we need no excuse for  passing over from love of neighbour to love for God, and vice versa,  those loved, God and the children of God, head and members, are not  one and the same. Augustine here characterises God as the one who gives  the commandment of love, i.e. Jn. 13.34, and who may therefore also be  understood as the source of unity. The children of God, on the other  hand, are those who, in loving one another in obedience to God’s  commandment, in fact love God himself. It is as if Augustine at this point  wishes for a moment to bracket the powerful idea of the Total Christ, lest  his hearers gain the mistaken impression that there is no difference  between God and the children of God. He therefore introduces the  notion. of God as the law-giver or commandment-giver, which we have  seen in De Vera Religione and in the commentary on Galatians, and  which had already made an appearance in his previous sermon on 1 Jn.:  “If however you do not love your brother, whose commandment are you  despising ?”’?*). But this perspective also immediately leads him back to  diligas; sequuntur te cetera. Dicas: Deum solum diligo, Deum Patrem. Mentiris: si diligis,  non solum diligis; sed si diligis Patrem, diligis et Filium. Ecce, inquis, diligo Patrem, et  diligo Filium; sed hoc solum : Patrem Deum et Filium Deum et Dominum nostrum Jesum  Christum qui ascendit in caelos, et sedet ad dexteram Patris, illud Verbum per quod facta  sunt omnia, et Verbum caro factum est, et habitavit in nobis; hoc solum diligo. Mentiris: si  enim diligis caput, diligis et membra; si autem membra non diligis, nec caput diligis. Non  expavescis vocem capitis de caelo clamantem pro membris: Saule, Saule, quid me  persequeris? Persecutorem suum vocavit persecutorem membrorum suorum: dilectorem  suum vocavit dilectorem membrorum suorum. Jam quae sunt membra ejus nostis, fratres;  ipsa est Ecclesia Dei. In hoc cognoscimus quia diligimus filios Dei, quia Deum diligimus. Et  quomodo? Non aliud sunt filii Dei, aliud Deus? Sed qui Deum diligit, praecepta ejus diligit.  Et quae sunt praecepta Dei? Mandatum novum do vobis, ut vos invicem diligatis. Nemo se  excuset per aliam dilectionem, ad aliam dilectionem; omnino sic se tenet ista dilectio:  quomodo ipsa compaginata est in unum, sic omnes qui ex illa pendent, unum facit, et quasi  conflat illos ignis. Aurum est, conflatur massa, et fit unum aliquid: sed nisi fervor charitatis  accendat, ex multis in unum conflartnon potest”.  23) Ibid., tr. 9,11 (ML 35,2053): ‘“Si autem fratrem non diligis; quomodo eum diligis,  3066  cujus mandatum contemnis?”’. Note the shift of emphasis from De Moribus  ne se  quisquam credat, contempto proximo ... ad Deum quem diligit esse venturum””. There, if a  person failed to love the neighbour, he would not come to the God he loved. Here, ıf  someone neglects love of neighbour, he shows contempt for the God whose law is precisely  love of neighbour.ad Deum qUCM dılıgıt SsS5C venturum . eTe. ıf
DCISON faıled love the ne1ghbour, he would not (0)991° the God he OVEe: Here, ıf
SOMIMCONEC neglects love of neighbour, he shows for the God whose law 15 precısely
love of neıghbour.



5 Cannıng

insıstence the unıty of love for (G0d and neıghbour. FOr, whıle they
AIC evıdently not the Samce, thıs ove 15 entirely of ONC pIece that
PDCISON has only tO egıin lovıng somewkhere. The rest ıll follow A4ASs

matter of COUISC

ıle despising ne’s  CL ne1ghbour (contempto proXimo), ONC cannot
COMEC {O the God ONC loves. The ne1ıghbour OVe should be drawn O the
Sammne g0al, e God, towards 1C the ole elan of OUT Oove (T1otus
dilectionis Iimpetus) 1$ runnıng. ese aTre the perspect1ives of De Moribus
and of De Doctrina Christiana respectively. Both bespeak context of
ascent from INanl God, but, d ave attempted sShow ın previous
artıcles, these assertions aTe not unaccompanıed by certaın elements
correspondıng to cContexti of descent, VIZ God 15 not unınterested and
unınvolved in the love ne1ghbour envisaged, and indeed growth in nes  Z
relatıonshıp ıth God 1S the advantage of the ne1ghbour. Totus
dilectionis Impetus, 1ıle concerned that the ne1ıghbour LOO ascends tOo

God, 1S Josely elated the demand Oove God [OTO, and therefore
str1ves prevent such love eing diminished by an Yy rickle eadıng off
from ıt The STTESS 1S total OVve for (Gj0od wıthın C OoOVve fOor
ne1ıghbour takes ıts place In 10,3 of In Epistolam Toannıs, however,
the dilectionis Iımpetus MaYy be consıdered be runnıng ıIn the
dırection of the ..  one Christ lovıng hımse In thıs ONC Christ “16 both
God and the ne1ghbour be OVve (G0d and the ne1ghbour AI nOoTt
identical; but, because T1sS has through love identified hımself wıth the
non-identical**) by becomıng the human ne1ghbour and Dy makıng the
ne1ıghbour member of hıs OW body, ıt 1s 19(0) ımpossıble affect OUT

ne1ghbour’s ıfe wıthout affecting God When love the brother whom
Can SCC, love member of the ONC body of the Son of God, and

hereby love God the Father hıimself whom cannot SCC When g1ve
tO OUT needy brother, ıt 1s the ONe Chriıst hımself, wh 1S both (G0d and
the ne1ghbour, who recelves OUT g1 In the 1g of such identificatıon it
1S ıiımpossıble LO make dıfference OUT neighbour’s HIC for better OT for
, wıthout makıng dıfference God Sımilarly, 0)91°% cannot claım

love G0d 0)8 Christ alone wıthout the ne1ghbour, fOor, the 0)41°% hand,
it 1s VC law that the neighbour should be OVEe: and, the other
hand, T1s hımself has become the ne1ghbour. Furthermore, the Samnec

Christ 1s the love IC ulfıls the double commandment. een from thıs

24) See oelle, Christ the Representative. An SSAV In Theology after the °“ Death of
God’ (Englısh translatıon: Davıd LewIıs) London, 1967, 1572
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perspective, the ne1ıghbour CIMECT SCS ın NC  S 1g The Un  x mAajestas, ere
the UNÜUS Christus, has Joıned the tWO loves together nOoL only iın the
ofThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  53  perspective, the neighbour emerges in a new light. The una majestas, here  the unus Christus, has joined the two loves together not only in the sense  ofne ... contempto proximo, i.e. if you despise the neighbour you will not  reach God. The loves are made inseparable such that their mutual inter-  dependence is stressed. In this network the neighbour plays a key role.  The totus dilectionis impetus does not just carry the neighbour on in its  movement towards God, but also streams out from God the law-giver to  the members of Christ’s body. One loves God-Christ in the very love for  these members. The two loves are made inseparable to the extent of  becoming one love, one Christ-love. In Christ himself we find the  neighbour whom we are not to despise; and with the one Christ-love we  are able to fulfil the commandment to love this neighbour and God. The  totus dilectionis impetus has been metamorphosised into the one fotus  Christus, head and members: the unus Christus amans seipsum.  The strong parallel expressions of una caritas that claim the  attention of the reader of In Epistolam Ioannis do not arise completely  out of the blue. The earlier expressions which we have considered,  however, are quite enriched there by their association with ‚the fotus  Christus, God and the neighbour. Such formulations included sola  religio, eamdem caritatem, majestas una, res una, eademque pace and totus  dilectionis impetus. In Epistolam Toannis represents quite an advance on  these earlier indications of unity not least in its accentuation of the  indivisibility of love, but most of all in its explanation of the genesis of  such inseparability by introducing the idea of Christ’s identification of  himself with the members of his body. In the figure of Christ the balance  and the inter-change between the contexts of ascent and descent comes  clearly and explicitly to the fore. The context of ascent is not the  explicitly predominating one, as tended to be the case in the writings of  the younger, less scripturally-conscious Augustine. Augustine’s develop-  ment of the idea of zotus Christus has certainly led to a radical change of  focus in the matter of love for God and the neighbour, and indeed to a  perceptible deepening of unity in Christ. Nevertheless, to claim that it  constitutes a rupture and discontinuity with what has gone before is, for  the reasons adduced above, not quite fair to the early writings themsel-  ves. The descent context was to some extent present there, even if only  implicitly and not so strongly. The seeds of synthesis, therefore, may be  said to have already been sown, albeit perhaps scatteredly. They would  grow through an increased understanding of Christ who is love diffused  among his members.cContempto DrOoXIMO, 1 €e ıf YOU despıse the ne1ghbour yYOU ll nOot
reach God The loves aTC made inseparable such that Sr mutual inter-
dependence 1s stressed. In thıs network the ne1ghbour plays key role.
The dilectionis Impetus o€es not Just CaIT’Yy the ne1ighbour iın 1ts

towards God, but also ireams Out from G0d the aw-gılver
the members of TISLU S body One loves God-Chriıst In the V love for
these members. The {WO loves AdIC made inseparable the exient of
becomiıing ONC love, OIlC Christ-love In Christ hımself fiınd the
ne1ıghbour whom ATIC nOoTt {O despise ; and ıth the ONC Christ-love
AIC able fulfıl the commandment OVve thıs ne1ghbour and (G0d The

dilectionis Impetus has een metamorphosısed into the ON

Christus, head and members: the UNUS Christus SEIDSUM.
The strong paralle eXpress10ns of UNd Carıtas that claım the

attention of the reader of In Epistolam Toannıs do not arıse completely
out of the blue The earlıer eXpress10ns iC ave consıdered,
however, aATC quıte enriched there by theır assoclatıon ıth the
Christus, G0od and the ne1ghbour. Such formulatıons NCcIude sola
religio0, eamdem carıtatem, majestas UNd, res UNd, eademque DACE and
dilectionis Impetus. In Epistolam Toannıs represents quıte advance
these earlıer indıcations of unıty 19(0)! least in ıts accentuatıiıon of the
indıvıisıbalıty of love, but mMOoOst of all In ıts explanatıon of the genesI1s of
such inseparabılıty by introducıng the idea of Christ’s identificatıon of
hımself wıth the members of hıs body In the 1gure of T1S the balance
and the inter-change between the of ascent and descent
Jearly and explıcıtly the fore. The context of ascent 1S nOot the
explıicıtly predomiınatıng ON\NC, A tended be the Case in the wrıtings of
the yOUNSCI, less scrıpturally-consc10us Augustine. Augustine’s develop-
ment of the idea of Christus has certamly led O adıcal change of
focus in the matter of love for God and the ne1ghbour, and indeed tO
perceptible deepening of unıty ıIn Chriıst Neve  eless, tOo claım that it
constıitutes rupture and dıscontinulty ıth hat has ZONC before 1S, for
the I[CasSsONs adduced above, 197011 quıite faır the early wrıtings hemsel-
VCcSs The descent context Was SOTINC exient present there, CVCMN ıf only
implıicıtly and not strongly. The seeds of synthesıs, therefore, INaYy be
saıd ave already een SOWN, albeıt perhaps scatteredly. They WOU
SIOW through increased understandıng of Christ who 1s love dıffused

hıs members.
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In an Y CaSC, In the per10d between the earhest wrıtings datıng from
38R6-390 and In Epistolam Toannıs (407 A.D.), the quıte strıkıng develop-

of the latter AIC not totally unprecedented. As far d Christ the
ne1ghbour 15 concerned, quaestio 1 from the 389-396, offers
foretaste: ‘“”Ihere{fore, ıimplorıing 5 should take Care
that Christ 18 not neglected because of man’s faults 1s precıisely the
weak DETSON oug love for Christ’s sake” °°ı Christ, wh has aıd
OoOWN hıs ıfe for the weak, 111 himself be overlooked ıf the weak DCISON
15 looked oOWn uDON because of hıs weakness. The general ıdea of
Christus tself, 1C speaks ıth such resoundıng unıfyıng ones In 407

ıIn relatıon love for God and ne1ghbour. 1S attested a4s early AS De
Genesi CONIra Manichaeos, datıng from 38RKR-ZIRO Here ıt 1s matter of the
DCISON of Christ eing present iın the Christian *®), but the step see1ng
precisely the ne1ghbour be OVEe! AS Christ 1S nOoTt specıfically made. 1s
only later that Augustine brings the ıdea of Christus, IC under
the partıcular influence of Matt 25.31-46 he especlally favours, nto
direct relatıon wıth OUT theme Ouaestio 389-396 A.D.) foreshadows
thıs TUu1tLIiu un1lon. And Dy 307 it 18 already beginnıng manıfest iıtself ın
the clear ones 3C ıIn In Epistolam Toannıs ıll rse Orceiu
crescendo 27)

"UNUM PRAECEPIUM PRO UIROQUE’ "UNA CARIT.

As egards the love that cannot be splı because ıt 1s much of
ONC plece, Ave already pominted out that the Commentary
Galatıans rom 395 A.D.) underlınes the intrinsıc inter-relatedness of

25) De Diversıs Quaestionibus 83, 717 (CL. "“Quapropter
ngentı ‚UTa ei implorata de1 misericordıia cogıtandum eSL, Chrıistum neglıgamus propter
infiırmum, CUu infirmum debeamus dılıgere propter Christum  7

26) De Genesi CONIrFr«a Manichaeos 9  0 (ML 34,216) "UunNuUusSquISque christianus 11O|

Incongrue sustinet Christı)? It 15 of ote that thıs 18 Iso the work iın 1C.
ave found the earlıest aAaDPCATANC of the eXpression ‘“*eamdem carıtatem)”. But thıs
the ideas merely close ach other heels, wıthout an Yy inherent ınk

27) par from quaest10 75 A the earlıest examples ave een able fınd of
T1IS eing affected Dy OUT conduct owards OUT ne1ighbour dIC De Disciplina Christiana
3,5 Cs 40,673-674) ate 397) *Inter has [0]10 >N {uas laudantıs sarcınam
(uam, uC Christus petit, ei DNON accıpıt54  R. Canning  In any case, in the period between the earliest writings dating from  386-390 and In Epistolam Ioannis (407 A.D.), the quite striking develop-  ments of the latter are not totally unprecedented. As far as Christ the  neighbour is concerned, quaestio 71, from the years 389-396, offers a  foretaste: ‘““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”’?>). Christ, who has laid  down his life for the weak, will himself be overlooked if the weak person  is looked down upon because of his weakness. The general idea of totus  Christus itself, which speaks with such resounding unifying tones in 407  A.D. in relation to love for God and neighbour, is attested as early as De  Genesi contra Manichaeos, dating from 388-389. Here it is a matter of the  person of Christ being present in the Christian*®), but the step to seeing  precisely the neighbour to be loved as Christ is not specifically made. It is  only later that Augustine brings the idea of totus Christus, which under  the particular influence of Matt. 25.31-46 he especially favours, into  direct relation with our theme. Quaestio 71 (389-396 A.D.) foreshadows  this fruitful union. And by 397 it is already beginning to manifest itself in  the clear tones which in In Epistolam Ioannis will rise to a forceful  crescendo?"):  D. “UNUM PRAECEPTUM PRO UTROQUE’ — ‘UNA CARITAS’  As regards the love that cannot be split up because it is so much of  one piece, we have already pointed out that the commentary on  Galatians (from 395 A.D.) underlines the intrinsic inter-relatedness of  ?°). De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 71,7 (CC 44A,207. ML 40,83): ‘“Quapropter  ingenti cura et implorata dei misericordia cogitandum est, ne Christum negligamus propter  infirmum, cum infirmum debeamus diligere propter Christum”.  2°) De Genesi contra Manichaeos 2,25,38 (ML 34,216) : “unusquisque christianus non  incongrue sustinet personam Christi”. It is of note that this is also the work in which we  have found the earliest appearance of the expression ‘“eamdem caritatem””. But at this stage  the ideas merely occur close on each other’s heels, without any inherent link.  ?27) Apart from quaestio 71,7, the earliest examples we have been able to find of  Christ being affected by our conduct towards our neighbour are De Disciplina Christiana  8,8 (CC 46,215-216. ML 40,673-674) (Date: 397): “Inter has voces tuas laudantis sarcinam  tuam, adhuc Christus petit, et non accipit ... Cum enim uni ex minimis meis fecisti mihi  fecisti (Matt. 25.40) ... Ecce quis eget ...””; and Sermo Mai 13,4 (MA 1,291), dating from  399 at the latest: ‘In minimis suis laborantibus in terra quodammodo personam suam  misericorditer esse voluit, subveniens de caelo omnibus qui laborant. Christo ergo das, cum  das egenti”. The idea is also present, but in a polemical form, in Sermo 178,4 (ML 38,962-  963) which authors date post-396.(um nım Unl MINLMLS MEeLS fecisti mihl
fecisti Ma54  R. Canning  In any case, in the period between the earliest writings dating from  386-390 and In Epistolam Ioannis (407 A.D.), the quite striking develop-  ments of the latter are not totally unprecedented. As far as Christ the  neighbour is concerned, quaestio 71, from the years 389-396, offers a  foretaste: ‘““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”’?>). Christ, who has laid  down his life for the weak, will himself be overlooked if the weak person  is looked down upon because of his weakness. The general idea of totus  Christus itself, which speaks with such resounding unifying tones in 407  A.D. in relation to love for God and neighbour, is attested as early as De  Genesi contra Manichaeos, dating from 388-389. Here it is a matter of the  person of Christ being present in the Christian*®), but the step to seeing  precisely the neighbour to be loved as Christ is not specifically made. It is  only later that Augustine brings the idea of totus Christus, which under  the particular influence of Matt. 25.31-46 he especially favours, into  direct relation with our theme. Quaestio 71 (389-396 A.D.) foreshadows  this fruitful union. And by 397 it is already beginning to manifest itself in  the clear tones which in In Epistolam Ioannis will rise to a forceful  crescendo?"):  D. “UNUM PRAECEPTUM PRO UTROQUE’ — ‘UNA CARITAS’  As regards the love that cannot be split up because it is so much of  one piece, we have already pointed out that the commentary on  Galatians (from 395 A.D.) underlines the intrinsic inter-relatedness of  ?°). De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 71,7 (CC 44A,207. ML 40,83): ‘“Quapropter  ingenti cura et implorata dei misericordia cogitandum est, ne Christum negligamus propter  infirmum, cum infirmum debeamus diligere propter Christum”.  2°) De Genesi contra Manichaeos 2,25,38 (ML 34,216) : “unusquisque christianus non  incongrue sustinet personam Christi”. It is of note that this is also the work in which we  have found the earliest appearance of the expression ‘“eamdem caritatem””. But at this stage  the ideas merely occur close on each other’s heels, without any inherent link.  ?27) Apart from quaestio 71,7, the earliest examples we have been able to find of  Christ being affected by our conduct towards our neighbour are De Disciplina Christiana  8,8 (CC 46,215-216. ML 40,673-674) (Date: 397): “Inter has voces tuas laudantis sarcinam  tuam, adhuc Christus petit, et non accipit ... Cum enim uni ex minimis meis fecisti mihi  fecisti (Matt. 25.40) ... Ecce quis eget ...””; and Sermo Mai 13,4 (MA 1,291), dating from  399 at the latest: ‘In minimis suis laborantibus in terra quodammodo personam suam  misericorditer esse voluit, subveniens de caelo omnibus qui laborant. Christo ergo das, cum  das egenti”. The idea is also present, but in a polemical form, in Sermo 178,4 (ML 38,962-  963) which authors date post-396.Ecce quı1s egel and Sermo Maı 13,4 (MAs datıng from
399 the latest in mınımıs SUl1s laborantıbus In erra quodammodo SU am
misericorditer SS5C voluıt, subvenilens de caelo omnıbus quı aborant Christo CISO das, CUu
das egent1””. The idea 15 Iso present, but In polemical f{Orm, INn Sermo 175,4 (ML
963) which authors date post-396
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the One precept cannot be kept unless the other 15 kept LOO So
losely aATC they jJoıned ogether that, far from the ONEC eing patent of
deseription wıthout mentionıing the other, ONC Can ıIn fact be sufficıent to
indıcate them both Love for ne1ghbour 15 IMNMOTEC sulted {O thıs task ın that
it Can be INOTEC easıly tested Dy experience*®). The nsıght that nothing
INOIC than love of ne1ghbour 15 requıred refer tOo both 15 agaın
expressed In De Disciplina Christiana, from 39’7

° Love 1s the OIC ıng that cannot hurt YOUI ne1ghbour; that 15
why love-:1s the law ın all ıts fulness”’ (Rom What 1$ thıs
love? ove for OUT 1low-man Paul seemıingly SaYyS nothıing of love
for God What he o€es A 15 that love for ne1ghbour alone 1s
sufficıent fulfıl the law For other commandment Can be
summarısed and A the SAamlc time fulfilled 1n ONeC short
What 1S that sentence”? °° LOve yOUr ne1ghbour d yourself””. You SCC,
it has all do wıth the ONC ıng 15 Irue that there AICcC L[WO
commandments and that these LWO the whole Law and the
rophets depend. As YOU SCC, however, these [WO Can be presented
CVCNMN IMOTEe concıselyThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  35  the precepts. One precept cannot be kept unless the other is kept too. So  closely are they joined together that, far from the one being patent of  description without mentioning the other, one can in fact be sufficient to  indicate them both. Love for neighbour is more suited to this task in that  it can be more easily tested by experience?®). The insight that nothing  more than love of neighbour is required to refer to both precepts is again  expressed in De Disciplina Christiana, from 397 A.D.  “Love is the one thing that cannot hurt your neighbour; that is  why love-is the law in all its fulness” (Rom. 13.10). What is this  love? Love for our fellow-man. Paul seemingly says nothing of love  for God. What he does assert is that love for neighbour alone is  sufficient to fulfil the law. For every other commandment can be  summarised and at the same time fulfilled in one short sentence.  What is that sentence? ‘“Love your neighbour as yourself””’. You see,  it has all to do with the one thing. It is true that there are two  commandments and that on these two the whole Law and the  Prophets depend. As you see, however, these two can be presented  even more concisely ... What had formerly been two command-  ments have been made into one. In a word, love your neighbour,  and that is sufficient ?°).  The statement of De Disciplina Christiana - Ecce quae duo  (praecepta) erant, unum factum est?°) — may be considered a forerunner  of the classic unity text of In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10,3: et erit unus  Christus amans seipsum. It anticipates the una caritas which after 407  A.D. will become the more common formulation.  Book 8 of De Trinitate dates from shortly before In Epistolam  Toannis. Augustine asserts there that ‘“not without cause Scripture  28) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 (CSEL 84,119. ML 35,2138): ‘““Cum ergo  utrumque praeceptum ita sit, ut neutrum sine altero possit teneri, etiam unum horum  commemorare plerumque sufficit, cum agitur de operibus iustitiae, sed oportunius illud, de  quo quisque facilius convincitur””.  29) De Disciplina Christiana 5,5-6,5 (CC 46,212-213. ML 40,672): “ Dilectio proximi  malum non operatur. Plenitudo autem legis, caritas. Quid est caritas? Dilectio. Nihil videtur  dixisse de dilectione dei, sed solam proximi dilectionem dixit sufficere ad implendam legem.  Quidquid est aliud mandati, in hoc sermone recapitulatur, in hoc sermone impletur. In  quo? Diliges proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum. Ecce unum est. Certe duo sunt in quibus  praeceptis tota lex pendet et prophetae. Videte quomodo plus breviatum est ... Ecce quae  duo erant, unum factum est. Prorsus proximum dilige, et sufficit””.  30) In De Disciplina Christiana 5,5-6,5 the idea of the unity of love’s precept is not  immediately brought into connection with that of the,‘“totus Christus”’ being affected when  his members are affected. But in 8,8 of this same work the Christ of Matt. 25,40&45, who  identifies himself with the neighbour, is strongly present.What had formerly een [WO command-

ave een made into Ol  @ In word, love YOUIL ne1ghbour,
and that 1s sufficient *”).
The statement of De Disciplina Christiana Ecce qUAE duo

(praecepta, unum factum est22) mMay be consıdered forerunner
of the classıc unıty texti of In Epistolam Toannıs, 10,3 el erıt UNÜUS

Christus SEIDSUM. antıcıpates the UNd Carlıtas IC after 40 /
ıll become the INOTEC COMMNINON formulatıon.

Book of De Irınıtate dates from shortly before In Epistolam
Toannıs. Augustine asserts there that ..  not wıthout crıpture

28) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 35,2138): ‘“Cum CISO
utrumque praeceptum ıta sıt, ut neutrum sıne altero possıt tener1, et1am NUIN horum
COI  Tal!‘ plerumque sufficıt, CUu agıtur de oper1ıbus justitilae, sed oportunius illud, de
JUO qu1sque facılıus conviıincıtur .

29) De Disciplina Christiana 5,5-6,5 (CC 9  i 40,6 /2) ‘ Dilectio proximı
malum ANonNn oper Plenitudo an eg1S, Carlıtas. Quid est carıtas? Dılectio Nıhıl videtur
dixisse de dılectione de1, sed solam pDroxXiımı dılectionem dıxıt sufficere ad ımplendam egem
Quidquıid est alıud mandatı, ın hoc SEeETIMONC recapıtulatur, in hoc SCTINONC impletur. In
quo? Diliges proxiımum I[UUM tamquam IDSUM. Ecce NUumı est erte duo sunt in quıbus
praeceptis tota lex pendet eft prophetae. Vıdete quomodo plus breviatum estThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  35  the precepts. One precept cannot be kept unless the other is kept too. So  closely are they joined together that, far from the one being patent of  description without mentioning the other, one can in fact be sufficient to  indicate them both. Love for neighbour is more suited to this task in that  it can be more easily tested by experience?®). The insight that nothing  more than love of neighbour is required to refer to both precepts is again  expressed in De Disciplina Christiana, from 397 A.D.  “Love is the one thing that cannot hurt your neighbour; that is  why love-is the law in all its fulness” (Rom. 13.10). What is this  love? Love for our fellow-man. Paul seemingly says nothing of love  for God. What he does assert is that love for neighbour alone is  sufficient to fulfil the law. For every other commandment can be  summarised and at the same time fulfilled in one short sentence.  What is that sentence? ‘“Love your neighbour as yourself””’. You see,  it has all to do with the one thing. It is true that there are two  commandments and that on these two the whole Law and the  Prophets depend. As you see, however, these two can be presented  even more concisely ... What had formerly been two command-  ments have been made into one. In a word, love your neighbour,  and that is sufficient ?°).  The statement of De Disciplina Christiana - Ecce quae duo  (praecepta) erant, unum factum est?°) — may be considered a forerunner  of the classic unity text of In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10,3: et erit unus  Christus amans seipsum. It anticipates the una caritas which after 407  A.D. will become the more common formulation.  Book 8 of De Trinitate dates from shortly before In Epistolam  Toannis. Augustine asserts there that ‘“not without cause Scripture  28) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 (CSEL 84,119. ML 35,2138): ‘““Cum ergo  utrumque praeceptum ita sit, ut neutrum sine altero possit teneri, etiam unum horum  commemorare plerumque sufficit, cum agitur de operibus iustitiae, sed oportunius illud, de  quo quisque facilius convincitur””.  29) De Disciplina Christiana 5,5-6,5 (CC 46,212-213. ML 40,672): “ Dilectio proximi  malum non operatur. Plenitudo autem legis, caritas. Quid est caritas? Dilectio. Nihil videtur  dixisse de dilectione dei, sed solam proximi dilectionem dixit sufficere ad implendam legem.  Quidquid est aliud mandati, in hoc sermone recapitulatur, in hoc sermone impletur. In  quo? Diliges proximum tuum tamquam te ipsum. Ecce unum est. Certe duo sunt in quibus  praeceptis tota lex pendet et prophetae. Videte quomodo plus breviatum est ... Ecce quae  duo erant, unum factum est. Prorsus proximum dilige, et sufficit””.  30) In De Disciplina Christiana 5,5-6,5 the idea of the unity of love’s precept is not  immediately brought into connection with that of the,‘“totus Christus”’ being affected when  his members are affected. But in 8,8 of this same work the Christ of Matt. 25,40&45, who  identifies himself with the neighbour, is strongly present.Ekcce quaC
duo erant, NUMmM factum est Prorsus proximum dılıge, el sufficıt  LAS

30) In De Disciplina Christiana 5:5-6,5 the idea of the unıty of love’s precept 15 NnOTL

ımmediately brought into connection ıth that of the “*totus Chrıistus” being affected when
hıs members A1L1C affected But In 8,8 of thıs SAaIne work the Christ of Matt 25,40&45, wh
iıdentifıes hımself ıth the neıghbour, 15 strongly present
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commonly Duts OMNC (precept) for both ‘ ?8) When love for G(0d 15
mentioned Rom 28 (ZOr. and Rom love for ne1ghbour 15

implıed ell for he wh loves G0d obeys hıs command love the
ne1ıghbour Sımilarly, the love for ne1ghbour referred Gal

and Matt mplıes love for G0od Why thıs latter 15 Augustıine
explaıns NC  S and unfamılıar WdYy De T rinitate and also In
Epistolam Toannıis whoever loves the neıghbour loves partıcular
dıstinctive WAaY, love ıtself ©) The LO 1C ATIC NO attending 15
the formula of iıtself AON plerumque Sscrıpiura DVYO
uLroque UNHNUM If hold fast LO the Lord’s precept love OoONe
another l fact be oıng whatever else commanded For the
precept of love for ne1ıghbour ave whatever else 15 commanded >>)
ogether ıth 1fs OPCH acknowledgement 1C had een eralde: by
the commenta (Galatıans and De Disciplina Christiana hat love for
God and the ne1ghbour 15 much of ONMNC that ONEeC precept alone
Can SCIVC indıcate them both De I rinitate also Wwıtnesses the first
UuUsc of the CADICSS1ION UNd CArıLlas tormally as such ertamly, the earlhlıer
CXDTCSS1IONS of ave prepare the WaY for thıs and INOTC OTtT-
antly, of In Epistolam Toannıs dıscloses central Chrıstological
and eccles1ia] dımens1iıon of the iıdea But De I rinitate 1fts OW {[wIST

the of love

Do not let the S  on dısturb us how much love oug
devote OUT brother and how much tO God For should love
OUT brother A ourselves and the INOIC love God the INOIC
love ourselves Therefore love God and the ne1ıghbour from ONCc
and the Sdalllec love (ex UNd Lg 1lur eademque caritate) But love
God because he 15 God love ourselves and the neıghbour
however ASs orlıentated G od 34)
31) De I rıniıtate CL 284 956) NO  — immerıto plerumque

Sscrıptura DTro utroque NUum

32) Ihid ( ® 285 47 957) Qu1l dılıgıt CONSCqUCNS est ut el
PTaCcCIDUC dılectiıonem dılıgat

33) TI ractatus Evangelium Toannıs 83 (CE 536 35 ate 418-421)
H oc CISO praeceptlum dominı teneamus, ut 1105 NVICCEIN dılıgamus; ei quıdquıd alıud
praecepIit, facıemus; QqUOMAIMM quıdquıd est alıud hıc habemus’”’. ome codices and edıtıons
ave ““facıamus’”, but the edıtiıon preference “facıemus”.

34) De I rinitate S, S, 12S, 9, (GE 50,288-289 ‚959) “Nec Ila 14 quaesti0
moOoveal quantum cCarıtatıs fratrı debeamus impendere quantum deo Taflrı N1m quantum
nobıs NOS autem dılıgımus quanito dılıgımus eum Ex unNa

1g1ılur eademque carıtate eum PTOXIMUMqUEC dılıgımus sed eum propter eum N OS autem
ei propter eum hıs the readıng by The Maurını1 however have
nserted er the fırst sentence of OUT quotatıon “incomparabiıliter plus QqUam nobıs deo  27
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The ONC love ulfıls the entire law*>). G0od and the ne1ghbour aTC

OVEe': wıth ONe and the SAamMllc love, but God and the ne1ghbour ATIC not

sımply ON«Cc and the same  36)_ Therefore, EVCNMN though ONC precept INAaYy
stand for both because of love’s adıcal inseparabılıty for indeed love
15 T1IS there aTic ST1 LWO dıstincet precepts? ’). But, because love
ourselves est when love God ıth OUTI ole selves for himself alone,

love the ne1ghbour as ourselves ın the MmMOSstT fruntful WaYy when ATC

otally intent upON God ere Can be anxıety that Dy lovıng God
INOIC m1g ave be content love the ne1ghbour less, 0)8 vice

The nature of genumne love 4S oriıentated tOo God, propter deum,
aSSUTCS thıs For true love of neıghbour that orlentates hım God
cannot flow from PCISON who o€es nOoLt love God The L1HNOIC pCTrSON
loves God, however, the INOTC he loves hıs ne1ıghbour 4S hıimself.

Thıs has een inıti1al surveyıng of the ground covered Dy the unıty
question. Here ave een princıpally concerned ıth the development
of the ormulatıons employe bDy Augustine LO uggest the inter-
relatedness of love for God and ne1ghbour. The most trıkıng of these
ave een Un  S eademque carıtate and erılt UNÜUS Christus SEIDSUM,

hen “ Fratrı autem ” nstead of “ Fratrı nım  27 hıs quıte changes the of the
passasc. If aAIC devote incomparabily INOIC love God than ourselves, then the
impliıcatıon m1g ell be that AIiIcC devote incomparabily INOTEC love God than the
neıghbour dIC love ourselves. Augustine mMaYy then be SCCH nOoLt consıder the
question moving ON«Cc because he €es it for granted that incomparably INOTC love 15 be
gıven God than the neighbour. In the versi1on, hat defuses the 1ssue °‘how much
(G0d HOW much the ne1ighbour' 15 the insıght that all genumıne love 15 of ONC plece. Ihe
INOTEC love God (and thıs, of COUTSC, ıll be incomparabily INOTC than love elfish self),
the INOIC love iTrue self, and therefore the INOTEC love neıghbour myself. Of the
love propose by | Tım FS ‘““de corde PUTro ef conscientia bona, ei fide NO ficta ”
Augustine states ın ractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 87,1 (CC 36,544 35,1852) Date
418-421): ° Hac dılıgımus INnVICcem, hac dılıgımus eum  e CY£. Epistola 67,5,16
44 ,603 33,739) ate 415)The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  ä%  The one love fulfils the entire law*°). God and the neighbour are  loved with one and the same love, but God and the neighbour are not  simply one and the same*°). Therefore, even though one precept may  stand for both because of love’s radical inseparability — for indeed love  is Christ — there are still two distinct precepts*”’). But, because we love  ourselves best when we love God with our whole selves for himself alone,  we love the neighbour as ourselves in the most fruitful way when we are  totally intent upon God. There can be no anxiety that by loving God  more we might have to be content to love the neighbour less, or vice  versa. The nature of genuine love as orientated to God, propter deum,  assures this. For true love of neighbour that orientates him to God  cannot flow from a person who does not love God. The more a person  loves God, however, the more he loves his neighbour as himself.  This has been an initial surveying of the ground covered by the unity  question. Here we have been principally concerned with the development  of the formulations employed by Augustine to suggest the inter-  relatedness of love for God and neighbour. The most striking of these  have been ex una eademque caritate and erit unus Christus amans seipsum,  Then comes ‘“Fratri autem” instead of “Fratri enim”. This quite changes the sense of the  passage. If we are to devote incomparably more love to God than to ourselves, then the  implication might well be that we are to devote incomparably more love to God than to the  neighbour we are to love as ourselves. Augustine may then be seen not to consider the  question a moving one because he takes it for granted that incomparably more love is to be  given to God than to the neighbour. In the CC version, what defuses the issue ‘how much to  God — how much to the neighbour’ is the insight that all genuine love is of one piece. The  more I love God (and this, of course, will be incomparably more than I love my selfish self),  the more I love my true self, and therefore the more I love my neighbour as myself. Of the  love proposed.by 1 Tim. 1.5 — “de corde puro et conscientia bona, et fide non ficta” —  Augustine states in Tractatus in Evangelium Toannis 87,1 (CC 36,544. ML 35,1852) (Date:  418-421): “Hac diligimus invicem, hac diligimus deum”. Cf. Epistola 167,5,16 (CSEL  44,603. ML 33,739) (Date: 415): ‘“... plenitudo legis caritas est qua deus proximusque  diligitur ...”. Note the plural subject with the singular verb ‘““diligitur”. Cf. also Sermo 350,2  (ML 39,1534) (Date: 425-430): “... charitas, qua Deum proximumque diligimus”.  35) Sermo Wilmart 2,3 (MA 1,676) (Date: pre-410): “Non te misit in multa, nec in  decem, nec in duo: una caritas totum implet”.  36) Sermo 265,9 (ML 38,1223) (Date: probably 412): “... quia non alia charitas  diligit proximum, quam illa quae diligit Deum. Non ergo alia charitas est. Qua charitate  proximum, ipsa charitate diligimus et Deum. Sed quia aliud est Deus, aliud proximus; una  charitate diliguntur, non sunt tamen unum qui diliguntur ...”  37) En. in ps. 140,2 (CC 40,2027. ML 37,1816): “ Caritas ergo de puro corde est quae  est secundum deum, er conscientia bona, et fide non ficta (1 Tim. 1.5). Ista caritas definita ab  apostolo habet duo praecepta, dilectionis dei et dilectionis proximi ... Haec caritas clamat  de corde puro, de corde talium in his verbis, qualis hic modo orat. Et quis iste sit, cito  dixerim: Christus est”.plenıtudo egı1s carıtas est qua eus proximusque
dılıgıtur ote the plural subject ıth the sıngular erb ‘““dılıgıtur". (: Iso Sermo 350,2
(ML 39,1534) ate 425-430): ö charıtas, qua Deum proximumque dılıgımus”.

35) Sermo Wilmart 2.3 (MA ate pre-410): “Non mıisıt in multa, NC ın
decem, HEL in duo una carıtas implet””.

36) Sermo 265,9 (ML 38,1223) ate probably 412) 9! quıa NO  ' lıa charıtas
dılıgıt proximum, QqUamn lla quacCc dılıgıt Deum. Non CISO lıa charıtas est Qua charıtate
proXıimum, 1psa charıtate dılıgımus ei Deum. Sed quıla alıu: est Deus, alıu: PDrOXIMUS; unNna

charıtate dılıguntur, NO sunt NUM quı dılıguntur
37) En IN DS 140,2 (CC 40,2027 37,1816): ** C’aritas CTZO de DUYTO corde est quaC

est secundum deum, el conscientia bona, d fide non ficta T1ım .33 Ista carıtas definıta ab
apostolo duo praecepla, dilection1s de1 al dilectionis proxX1m1ıThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  ä%  The one love fulfils the entire law*°). God and the neighbour are  loved with one and the same love, but God and the neighbour are not  simply one and the same*°). Therefore, even though one precept may  stand for both because of love’s radical inseparability — for indeed love  is Christ — there are still two distinct precepts*”’). But, because we love  ourselves best when we love God with our whole selves for himself alone,  we love the neighbour as ourselves in the most fruitful way when we are  totally intent upon God. There can be no anxiety that by loving God  more we might have to be content to love the neighbour less, or vice  versa. The nature of genuine love as orientated to God, propter deum,  assures this. For true love of neighbour that orientates him to God  cannot flow from a person who does not love God. The more a person  loves God, however, the more he loves his neighbour as himself.  This has been an initial surveying of the ground covered by the unity  question. Here we have been principally concerned with the development  of the formulations employed by Augustine to suggest the inter-  relatedness of love for God and neighbour. The most striking of these  have been ex una eademque caritate and erit unus Christus amans seipsum,  Then comes ‘“Fratri autem” instead of “Fratri enim”. This quite changes the sense of the  passage. If we are to devote incomparably more love to God than to ourselves, then the  implication might well be that we are to devote incomparably more love to God than to the  neighbour we are to love as ourselves. Augustine may then be seen not to consider the  question a moving one because he takes it for granted that incomparably more love is to be  given to God than to the neighbour. In the CC version, what defuses the issue ‘how much to  God — how much to the neighbour’ is the insight that all genuine love is of one piece. The  more I love God (and this, of course, will be incomparably more than I love my selfish self),  the more I love my true self, and therefore the more I love my neighbour as myself. Of the  love proposed.by 1 Tim. 1.5 — “de corde puro et conscientia bona, et fide non ficta” —  Augustine states in Tractatus in Evangelium Toannis 87,1 (CC 36,544. ML 35,1852) (Date:  418-421): “Hac diligimus invicem, hac diligimus deum”. Cf. Epistola 167,5,16 (CSEL  44,603. ML 33,739) (Date: 415): ‘“... plenitudo legis caritas est qua deus proximusque  diligitur ...”. Note the plural subject with the singular verb ‘““diligitur”. Cf. also Sermo 350,2  (ML 39,1534) (Date: 425-430): “... charitas, qua Deum proximumque diligimus”.  35) Sermo Wilmart 2,3 (MA 1,676) (Date: pre-410): “Non te misit in multa, nec in  decem, nec in duo: una caritas totum implet”.  36) Sermo 265,9 (ML 38,1223) (Date: probably 412): “... quia non alia charitas  diligit proximum, quam illa quae diligit Deum. Non ergo alia charitas est. Qua charitate  proximum, ipsa charitate diligimus et Deum. Sed quia aliud est Deus, aliud proximus; una  charitate diliguntur, non sunt tamen unum qui diliguntur ...”  37) En. in ps. 140,2 (CC 40,2027. ML 37,1816): “ Caritas ergo de puro corde est quae  est secundum deum, er conscientia bona, et fide non ficta (1 Tim. 1.5). Ista caritas definita ab  apostolo habet duo praecepta, dilectionis dei et dilectionis proximi ... Haec caritas clamat  de corde puro, de corde talium in his verbis, qualis hic modo orat. Et quis iste sit, cito  dixerim: Christus est”.Haec carıtas clamat
de corde PUTO, de corde talıum in hıs verbiıs, qualıs hıic modo Tat Et qu1s iste sıt, 1to
dixeriım : T1ISTUS est  Da
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ogether ıth the apprehension that mentioning ONC commandment
suffices LO indıcate both In the second part of thıs artıcle, after showıing
that in number of instances Augustine ıIn fact ets the OINlC cCommand-
ment of Ove for ne1ıghbour stand for both, 111 attempt O ntier INOTEC

ully into the meanıng dısclosed by these eXpress1ons of unıty and {O
follow Augustine’s princıpa. explanatıons of how ONMNC precept Can
SU and fulfıl the entıire law

I1 ONE MM  MEN GCA  Z AN  &, OES FOR BOTH
HOW?

In both the commenta (salatıans and De Iriınitate it 15
Augustine’s contention that referring LO ONe commandment ımmediately
Duts us in mınd of both*®). L ater. iın hıs 65th SCIIMNON ohn gospel, he
maıntaıins that people of sound understandıng 11l be able find both
commandments In each of the LW indıvıdual DICCCDHIS X: whıle, In the
83Ird TaC the Sa|INe gospel, ıt 15 precisely the precept of ove for
neıghbour that 1S siıngled out d Incorporating also Oove for God*°)
When the second part of the double commandment 15 observed, the first
cannot but be dhered also. The inverse 15 Iru AS well; but Augustine
INOIC irequently refers the former corollary of thıs
posıtion 1s that the dIC Joıned ogether ıIn such INanner that
either both ATC obeyed OT ONC al all ; ONC commandment Cannot be kept
wıthout the öother“*). Before indıviduating the Varlous [CAasSONSs why thıs 1S
>5 and thus dısclosıng what motivates Augustine LO regard love dS eing

much of ONC plece, it 111 be useful {O dısplay few instances of hıs
takıng the unıty of ove sımply for granted ven when he o€es not
explicıtly TawW OUT attention what he 1S O1ng, Augustine ın fact from
time {O time allows ONeC commandment stand for both

38) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 35,2138); De IT rinitate
85,7,10 (& C- 42,956-95’7).

39) I ractatus INn Evangelium Toannıs 65,2 (D 35,1809): *Sed ene
intellegentibus utrumque invenıtur ın sıngulıs””.

40) Ibid., 83,3 (88 35,1846):58  R. Canning  together with the apprehension that mentioning one commandment  suffices to indicate both. In the second part of this article, after showing  that in a number of instances Augustine in fact lets the one command-  ment of love for neighbour stand for both, we will attempt to enter more  fully into the meaning disclosed by these expressions of unity and to  follow up Augustine’s principal explanations of how one precept can  sum up and fulfil the entire law.  II. ONE COMMANDMENT CAN AND DOES STAND FOR BOTH.  HOW?  In both the commentary on Galatians and De Trinitate it is  Augustine’s contention that referring to one commandment immediately  puts us in mind of both®). Later, in his 65th sermon on John’s gospel, he  maintains that people of sound understanding will be able to find both  commandments in each of the two individual precepts*?); while, in the  83rd tract on the same gospel, it is precisely the precept of love for  neighbour that is singled out as incorporating also love for God*°).  When the second part of the double commandment is observed, the first  cannot but be adhered to also. The inverse is true as well; but Augustine  more frequently refers to the former movement. A corollary of this  position is that the precepts are joined together in such a manner that  either both are obeyed or none at all; one commandment cannot be kept  without the other**). Before individuating the various reasons why this is  so, and thus disclosing what motivates Augustine to regard love as being  so much of one piece, it will be useful to display a few instances of his  taking the unity of love simply for granted. Even when he does not  explicitly draw our attention to what he is doing, Augustine in fact from  time to time allows one commandment to stand for both.  8) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 (CSEL 84,119. ML 35,2138); De Trinitate  8,7,10 (CC 50,284-285. ML 42,956-957).  $9) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 65,2 (CC 36,492. ML 35,1809): “Sed bene  intellegentibus utrumque invenitur in singulis”.  #°) Dbid. 83 3MCC 361536 ME 351846 55 quoniam quidquid est aliud hic  habemus’”’.  *1) De Fide et Operibus 10,16 (CSEL 41,54. ML 40,207): “  nam diligenter  considerata ista duo praecepta, ita ex alterutro connexa reperiuntur, ut nec dilectio dei  possit esse in homine, si non diligit proximum, nec dilectio proximi, si non diligit deum”.quon1am quı1dquıd est alıud hıc
habemus’”.

41) De ide el Operibus 10,16 41,54 40,207) . Na dılıgenterconsiderata ista duo praecepta, ıta alterutro CONNECXA reperluntur, ut NEC dılecti10 de1
possıt SSC In homine, S1 10 dılıgıt proximum, NC ı@lect10 DroX1m1, S1 1O  — dılıgit eum  LALZ



The nıty of Love for God and Neighbour

ROM “MANDA IA “M A  80 D RE  ON 1HA!I LOVE

FOR NEIGHBOUR FACT

Sermo 332 datıng from 396-400, refers psalm ‚7-9 “Where
COU ESCADC yOoUTr spiırıt ? ere COu flee from YOUL face? If
clımb LO heaven, YOU ATIC there; yYOU AdIC there LOO ıf OoOWwn into
hell f WEIC take Wwings and {i1y LO the ends of the SCdq

Augustine’s cCOomMMent thıs 15

Wıth the hope ave meditate the end of the WOr
lıve accordıng yOUL precepts, be hlıfted Dy the L[WO

WIngs of love. There{fore, fulfıl the LWO Wwings of love. OVve yYOUI
ne1ghbour ASs yourself ; and do not cherıish hatred by which yYOU
WOU flee yYOUT credıtor42)
According tO Ps T the credıtor ONC WOU C flee in hatred

1S the spırıt of God Augustine’s brief remarks these VEISCS in the
immediate context specıfy the credıtor A T1sS Recause of OUT S1INS
dIC ın debt T1sS And ong as refuse deal mercıfully wıth OUTI

debtors, wıth those wh ave olIilende uS, Augustine plctures us ASs

ryıng flee from T1S “SO AS not LO ave LO forgıve yYyOUI ll
YOU turn aWaVY from CRhst 2 . Matt 25.40 ‘“when yYOU dıd ıt ONC

of the least of mıiıne, yYOUu dıd ıt me  27 16 15 quoted HEre.
the identificatıiıon of 1T1S and the ne1ghbour in eed nNOLT Just of OUTI

materı1al 200ds but also of OUI forgıveness. oug Augustine oes not

openly make the connexI1on, perhaps ıt 1s thıs identıficatıiıon Iluded iın
the Context which nables hım Su the [WO of Oove In ON  (g

“Iherefore, fulfıl the {WO Wings of love. OVe YyOUL eıghbour ASs

yourself”. What ollows VIZ. ndo nOoT herısh hatred Dy 1C YOU
WOU flee yYOUI credıtor” evıdently refers hatred for and
unforgiıving attıtude towards ne s rTe  ren. Earlıer ın the SAaMlc

paragraph such attıtudes aAaTC saı1d stifle the VeCIY SOUTCC of love. The
phrase INaYy therefore be consıdered AS 1ın apposıtıon ove for
neıghbour dSs oneself. When pCrSsonNn forgıves hıs A4AS he hımself
wıshes be forgıven, he {uUurns towards T1S and 1S nabled face hıs
OW credıtor. When the neıghbour 1S forgıven and hatred for hım drıven
OuL, the [WO WINgS of love dIC fulfilled Through orgıving debtor

42) Sermo 3a24 (ML 39,1558):The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  59  A. FROM “MANDATA” TO “MANDATUM”: IMPLICIT RECOGNITION THAT LOVE  FOR NEIGHBOUR IN FACT SUFFICES  Sermo 352, dating from 396-400, refers to psalm 139,7-9: ““Where  could I go to escape your spirit? Where could I flee from your face? If I  climb up to heaven, you are there; you are there too if I go down into  „  hell. I£ I were to take on wings and fly to the ends of the sea  Augustine’s comment on this is:  With the hope I have I shall meditate on the end of the world, I  shall live according to your precepts, I shall be lifted up by the two  wings of love. Therefore, fulfil the two wings of love. Love your  neighbour as yourself; and do not cherish hatred by which you  would flee your creditor  42)'  According to Ps. 139.7-8 the creditor one would try to flee in hatred  is the spirit of God. Augustine’s brief remarks on these verses in the  immediate context specify the creditor as Christ. Because of our sins we  are in debt to Christ. And so long as we refuse to deal mercifully with our  debtors, with those who have offended us, Augustine pictures us as  trying to flee from Christ. “So as not to have to forgive your enemy, will  you turn away from Christ?”’*?). Matt. 25.40 — ‘““‘when you did it to one  of the least of mine, you did it to me”” — which is quoted here, suggests  the identification of Christ and the neighbour in need not just of our  material goods but also of our forgiveness. Although Augustine does not  openly make the connexion, perhaps it is this identification alluded to in  the context which enables him to sum up the two precepts of love in one.  “Therefore, fulfil the two wings of love. Love your neighbour as  yourself””. What follows — viz. ‘“do not cherish hatred by which you  would flee your creditor” — evidently refers to hatred for and an  unforgiving attitude towards one’s brethren. Earlier on in the same  paragraph such attitudes are said to stifle the very source of love. The  phrase may therefore be considered as in apposition to love for  neighbour as oneself. When a person forgives his enemy as he himself  wishes to be forgiven, he turns towards Christ and is enabled to face his  own creditor. When the neighbour is forgiven and hatred for him driven  out, the two wings of love are fulfilled. Through forgiving a debtor a  42) Sermo 352,7 (ML 39,1558): *... spe mea finem saeculi meditabor, in praeceptis  tuis vivam, duabus alis charitatis attolar. Imple ergo duas alas charitatis. Dilige proximum  sicut te ipsum; et non teneas odium, unde fugias creditorem”.  +43) Jbid., (ML 39,1557): ‘“Ne ignoscas inimico, deviabis a Christo”.SC I1N1Cca finem saeculı mediıtabor, in praeceptis
tu1s VIvam, duabus lıs charıtatıs attolar. mple CISO uas las charıtatıs. Dılıge proximum
sıcut te 1PSUm ; ef NO teneas odıum, nde fugıas credıtorem .

43) Ibid., (ML 39,1557) ""Ne 1gNOSCas In1m1CO, devıabıs Christo
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PCTISON close LO rnst, hıs OW credıtor. and INa Yy wıthout fear
DIaYy LO be forgıven hımself. In that lovıng forgıveness of ne1ighbours 1S
ere envisıiıoned d fulfullıng both love for ne1ıghbour and love for God,

dIC remınded of the PECCce UNUM est of De Disciplina Christianae
dates from around the SdadmIlc time dASs Sermo 3572 “What had een LWO
commandments ave een made into 0)81  @ In word, love yYOUT
neighbour, and that 1S süffieient ” **). ‘*Let us therefore keep the COINl-

mandment of the Lord LO love ONeC another. hen be oıng
whatever else he cCommands, because ere ave whatever other
precept there 1S  ” Thıs latter statement dates from INOTE than LWenNTLY

after Sermo 357 and De Disciplina Christiana. It elps to clarıfy the
otherwise puzzlıng assertion of Sermo 452 ..  erefore fulfıl the [WO
WIings of love. ove YOUuUr ne1ıghbour d yourself””. In Sermo 352 the
Christus 1idea ın connex1ion wıth Matt 2540 1s latent in the Contiext dASs

possıble explanatıon: T1sS the credıtor MaYy also ell be the debtor In
search of OUT forgıveness Just AS he 1S the ON who recelves hat 15 g1ven

the DOOTI PCISON : CTE also earth, when yOoUu the PCISON
entreating yOUu LE LO Christ), He hımself supplıes hat yYOU ave
eiven °). I1sS MaYy make himself ONC also ıth the ne1ighbour In eed
of forgıveness. But, extent, ıt 1S ST1 dSs ıf Augustine has COMEC

wıth the ANSWEeET 1e lovıng the ne1ghbour ulfıls both Wwings of love
wıthout showıng the workıng In De Disciplina Christiana and 83
John’s gospel, however, the reasonıng 15 provıded, VIZ PCISON Cannot
love hıs neighbour genumnely unless he loves hımself properly by lovıng
(G0d

er eXiIs from the pre-400 per10 exemplıfy the SdI1lc endency
N i Hr both . @9 the ole law and the prophets depend A

present 1n the commandment love nes  2 ne1ighbour. In Contra Faustum
Manichaeum, datıng from 398-3909, Augustine quotes Rom 9-10
imaımintalns that all the commandments ATeC summed ın the sıngle
command LO love the neıghbour oneself. Apropos of these VEISCS he
5SayS °"There aTC Ooun those [WO of love for G0d and love for

44) De Disciplina Christiana 6,5 (CCG S  i 40,672) “ Ecce QuaC duo erant,
11UMm factum est Prorsus proximum dılıge, ei sufficıt .

45) Iractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 83,3 (CC , 35,1846): *Hoc CTZO
praeceptum domiını enecamus, ut 105 invicem dılıgamus; ei quı1dquı Aallu: praecepIit,
facıemus;: quon1am quı1dquıd est alıud hıc habemus’”.

46) Sermo 5527 (ML 3915573 hıc qUOQUC In erra, qUuUO jJubente praestitist1,
Ipse supplet quod dedıiıstı  3,
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ne1ıghbour which ATC seit out the {[WO ablets of stone”*"). Thıs 1s
rather surprising In that Rom 13.9 lısts only commandments such d

...  you not commıt dulte  29 which Augustine proceeds LO classıfy
the contaıned the second tablet He 0€Ss not ere SaY

hOw the three commandments of the Decalogue wrıtten the first tablet
AIC be Ooun ıIn Rom 9-10, but Romans’ assertion that al] the
commandments aTe summed in the sıngle command love the
neıghbour ASs oneself leaves hım in oOu that love for God 1s nNncIude
( wide O0 Sımilarly, ıIn Sermo Maı 14, datıng from 399, when Augustine
wıshes tOo sShow that the ole gospel Caln be characterised as love, he
ca upON the Services of In 3 34 whiıich he quotes d ollows “A 1919  S

commandment gıve YOU, that YOU love ONC another’”. O thıs he
remarks: .. the ord dıd not tell yOUu of Anı Yy other commandments of h1is
but that yYOU should love ONC another. And he called thıs commandment
iıtself NCW It ea! LO OUT renewal, ıt makes Nne  S people of us, and
promıses 1915  S herıtage, the Same and eternal*9). TIhe Lord’s renewıng
commandment then 1s that of love for ne1ghbour. The whole Gospel 1s
ase' thıs love. But, ASs De Natura el Gratia of 415 has ıt, thıs
love commandment of (G0d easıly those who ATO orlentated
towards Hım wholly ıth heart and soul1*?). In thıs the accomplısh-
ment of commandment of love for neighbour 4S the ulness of the
law (ef: Rom INaYy be SCCI1 requırıng and the
mMmovemen of nNne s ole eing towards God When ONC 18 otally intent
uUuDON God, Christ’'s renew1ing commandment 1C the whole Gospel
1s ounded, 12 JIn 13.34, becomes 1g and burden (c£: Matt
L1:30; JIn 5.35

Not unexpectedly, In Epistolam Toannıs offers number of alerting

47) Contra Faustum Manichaeum 15,4 25/1,423. 42,306) ‘ Ibı sunt duo
Ila praecepta, dılection1s de1 ei dılection1ıs ProX1ım1, sıngulıs abulıs explicata .

48) Sermo Maı 14,1 (MA S ‚« quanto magıs evangelıum, quod {es
amentum OVUMmm apertissıme dicıtur, 110 pertine 181 ad carıtatem, quando eit mandatum
SUumM domiınus NON dixıt, 1S1 ut VOS invicem dılıgatıs? dıxıt 1psum mandatum, ei
ad innovatıonem nostram venıit, efi ho_mines 1NOS ecıt, ei herediıtatem
eandemque aeternam promisıt ””.

49) De Natura el Gratia 69,83 (CSEL 44,289) “Conversus CISO quı1sque61  The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  neighbour which are set out on the two tablets of stone””*”’). This is  rather surprising in that Rom. 13.9 lists only commandments such as  “you shall not commit adultery”” which Augustine proceeds to classify  among the seven contained on the second tablet. He does not here say  how the three commandments of the Decalogue written on the first tablet  are to be found in Rom. 13.9-10, but Romans’ assertion that all the  commandments are summed up in the single command to love the  neighbour as oneself leaves him in no doubt that love for God is included  here too. Similarly, in Sermo Mai 14, dating from 399, when Augustine  wishes to show that the whole gospel can be characterised as love, he  calls upon the services of Jn. 13.34 which he quotes as follows: “A new  commandment I give to you, that you love one another”’. Of this he  remarks: ‘... the lord did not tell you of any other commandments of his  but that you should love one another. And he called this commandment  itself new. It leads to our renewal, it makes new people of us, and  promises a new heritage, the same and eternal””*®). The Lord’s renewing  commandment then is that of love for neighbour. The whole Gospel is  based on this love. But, as De Natura et Gratia of 415 A.D. has it, this  love commandment of God comes easily to those who are orientated  towards Him wholly with heart and soul*?). In this sense the accomplish-  ment of God’s commandment of love for neighbour as the fulness of the  law (cf. Rom. 13.10) may be seen as requiring and implying the  movement of one’s whole being towards God. When one is totally intent  upon God, Christ’s renewing commandment on which the whole Gospel  is founded, i.e. Jn. 13.34, becomes a light and sweet burden (cf. Matt.  1130130530  Not unexpectedly, In Epistolam Ioannis offers a number of alerting  4+7) Contra Faustum Manichaeum 15,4 (CSEL 25/1,423. ML 42,306): ‘“Ibi sunt duo  illa praecepta, dilectionis dei et dilectionis proximi, singulis tabulis explicata”.  48) Sermo Mai 14,1 (MA 1,292-293): **  quanto magis evangelium, quod tes  tamentum novum apertissime dicitur, non pertinet nisi ad caritatem, quando et mandatum  suum dominus non dixit, nisi ut vos invicem diligatis? Et novum dixit ipsum mandatum, et  ad innovationem nostram venit, et novos ho_mines nos fecit, et novam hereditatem  eandemque aeternam promisit”.  49) De Natura et Gratia 69,83 (ÖSEL 60,298. ML 44,289): ‘‘Conversus ergo quisque  ... ad dominum deum suum ex toto corde suo, et ex tota anima sua, mandatum dei non  habebit grave. Quomodo est enim grave, cum sit dilectionis mandatum? Aut enim quisque  non diligit, et ideo grave est: aut diligit, et grave esse non potest. Diligit autem, si quod illic  admonetur Israel, conversus fuerit ad dominum deum - suum ex toto corde suo, et ex tota  anima sua. Mandatum, inquit, novum do vobis, ut vos invicem diligatis (Jn. 13.34): et Qui  diligit proximum legem implevit: et Plenitudo legis caritas (Rom. 13.8&10)”.ad domınum eum SUUM LtOLO corde SUO, ei tota anıma SUua, mandatum de1 1O  -

habebit Quomodo est enım,Cr sıt dilectionıs mandatum? Aut enım quisque
NO  — dılıgıt, ei 1deo est aut dılıgıt, et SS5C NOoN potesti. Dılıgıt autem, S1 quod illıc
admonetur Israel, CONVEISUS uer1ı ad domınum eum SUUuIM tOLO corde SUO, et tota
anıma SUua Mandatum, Inquıit, do vobis, ul VOS Invicem diligatis (Jn ei Qul1
diligit Droximum legem implevit: efi Plenitudo legis Carıtas (Rom 13.8& 10)”.
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examples of the trend LO OW love for neighbour SsSu both
commandments. In acC 69! havıng quoted JIn 397 1192292 1.e€ ..  we
ave confiıdence in TESCNCC, and whatever ask hım
recelVve, because keep hıs commandments (mandata)” Augustine
SOCS ask what these commandments AIiIC He eplıes by adducing JIn
3 34 “A 1815  < commandment g1ve LO YOU ( mandatum do vobis),
that yOUu love ONC another”*°). Thıs from mandata tO mandatum
reflects the orlentation of Augustine’s hought 4S ole in thıs DassSagc.
enulne love 1Ss that which seeks reward for tself, but only the ell-
eing of nes brother The change from mandata to mandatum 15 already
present in JIn ıtself John from ..  TAC EVTOACC QUTOD  a?? ın JIn
&77 to C EVTOAN QUTODL  an?? 1ın 325 and Augustine Was evıdently workıng
wıth Latın translatıon 1C remaınedal to thıs NUAaNnNcCceE In fact,
In TaC 6,9 of h1s commenta JIn he quotes both VOISCS and
Verse 23 reads in Augustine’s rendering: nd thıs 1S hıs commandment
(mandatum ) that beliıeve in the ame of hı1ıs Son Jesus T1S and that

love ONeC another‘’”. What 1S ın the foreground in hıs Commentary,
however, 1S not much al in T1sS d love for OIMNC another. He
plaınly states hlıttle after hıs quotatıon of 23 that other
commandment 15 gıven us CEXCEDL love OMNC another>*). hen ın hıs
quotation of 24a, where both the ree and Vulgate revert the
plural “whoever eeps hıs commandments (TÜC EVTOACC QUTOL  aı??
mandata eIusS) remaıns ın God, and God 1ın hım  27 Augustine retaıns the
sıngular, mandatum. ose who observe the commandment love ONC

another remaın in God and God ın them
Iract 10 of the Samme commenta Jn also evidences the

sufficıency of love for ne1ghbour stand for the Gie in the classıc
Passagc the unıty of ove already referred LO, read : ““Whoever loves
G0od also loves hıs commandments. And commandments
(praecepta aTe . 191  < commandment (mandatum ) g1ve YOU, that
YOU love OIlC another’. No ONC has LO CXCUSC hımself for passıng OVeI

from the ONC love the other; thıs love 15 entirely of OINC plece 52)
50) In Epistolam Ioannıs, ir 6, (ML 35.2021); ° Fiduciam ergo habemus ad Deum ; el

quidquid postulaverimus, ab aCccCcIipiemMUS: sed, qulia mandata eJus Quae Sunt
mandata ejus? Numquıd SCINDCI repetendum est? Mandatum do vobis, ul VOS InviIcem
diligatis”.

51) Ibid., Er 6,9 (ML 35,2025):62  R. Canning  examples of the trend to allow love for neighbour to sum up both  commandments. In tract 6,4, having quoted 1 Jn. 3.21b-22 — i.e. ‘““we  have confidence in God’s presence, and whatever we ask him we shall  receive, because we keep his commandments (mandata)” — Augustine  goes on to ask what these commandments are. He replies by adducing Jn.  13.34 : ‘A new commandment I give to you (mandatum novum do vobis),  that you love one another”’>°). This shift from mandata to mandatum  reflects the orientation of Augustine’s thought as a whole in this passage.  Genuine love is that which seeks no reward for itself, but only the well-  being of one’s brother. The change from mandata to mandatum is already  present in 1 Jn. itself: John moves from ‘“täc &vtoAäc aüuto0” in 1 JIn.  3.22 to “T) &vtoAn aUutoD” in 3.23, and Augustine was evidently working  with a Latin translation which remained faithful to this nuance. In fact,  in tract 6,9 of his commentary on 1 Jn. he quotes both verses 22 and 23.  Verse 23 reads in Augustine’s rendering: ‘“And this is his commandment  (mandatum) : that we believe in the name of his Son Jesus Christ and that  we love one another”. What is in the foreground in his commentary,  however, is not so much faith in Christ as love'for one another. He  plainly states a little after his quotation of verse 23 that no other  commandment is given to us except to love one another>*!). Then in his  quotation of verse 24a, where both the Greek and Vulgate revert to the  plural — “whoever keeps his commandments (tüg EvtOoAdG QUuTOÖ” —  mandata eius) remains in God, and God in him” — Augustine retains the  singular, mandatum. Those who observe the commandment to love one  another remain in God and God in them.  Tract 10 of the same commentary on 1 Jn. also evidences the  sufficiency of love for neighbour to stand for the whole. In the classic  passage on the unity of love already referred to, we read : ‘Whoever loves  God also loves his commandments.  And God’s commandments  (praecepta) are: ‘A new commandment (mandatum) I give to you, that  you love one another’. No one has to excuse himself for passing over  from the one love to the other; this love is so entirely of one piece  „ 52).  50) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 6,4 (ML 35,2021): “ Fiduciam ergo habemus ad Deum ; et  quidquid postulaverimus, ab eo accipiemus: sed, quia mandata ejus servamus. Quae sunt  mandata ejus? Numquid semper repetendum est? Mandatum novum do vobis, ut vos invicem  diligatis” .  51) Ibid., tr. 6,9 (ML 35,2025): ““... videtis quia nihil aliud nobis praecipitur, nisi ut  diligamus invicem”.  52) Ibid., tr. 10,3 (ML 35,2056): ‘Sed qui Deum diligit, praecepta ejus diligit. Et quae  sunt praecepta Dei? Mandatum novum do vobis, ut vos invicem diligatis. Nemo se excuset per  aliam dilectionem, ad aliam dilectionem; omnino sic se tenet ista dilectio ...videtis quıa nı alılu: nobıs praecıpıtur, 1S1 ut
dılıgamus iInvicem .

52) Ibid., ir 10,3 (ML 35,2056): quı Deum dılıgıt, praecepta ejJus dılıgıit. Et quac
sSsunt praeceplia Dei? Mandatum do vobis, ul VOS Inviıcem diligatis. Nemo excuset pCI
alıam dılect1ıonem, ad alıam dılectiıonem ; Oomnıno SIC ısta 1leCt10
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Here ONCC agaln JIn 3.34 oes Servıice for the praecepta Dei Later In the
SaJme, however, apITODOS of JIn 5.3 ıO ° for thıs 18 love of
God keeping hıs commandments (praecepta)  7 Augustine makes
mention of the double commandment of Matt 22.37-40, and COMM!!
°Look al the [WO commandments that the ole letter of John 15
concerned wiıth) >> Iwo remarks MaYy appropriately be made thıs
statement Firstly, in the DAaAsSSagc in question, Augustine’s exhortatıon tOo
hold fırm the wo-fold love of Matt 3Fal (tenete ergo dilectionem )
18 we upOoN exclusıvely ın terms of love fOor ne1ghbour, extending EVCNMN

to enemıles. econdly, comparıson wıth S, 15 ıllumınatıng. In that
earlıer Augustine had noted that, CVOMN though Jn o€es not Dass
OVCI Oove for God ın sılence, ıt nonetheless oes noOot spea. of ıt al all
frequently d love of neighbour*). NOw in 10,7 ATIC 1recte
the [WO commandments Ma 22.37-40) of1C the Ole first letter of
John speaks. Ecce de quibus praeceptis narralt LOla fa ‚pistola. hıs
COU hardly be the Casc unless the much INOIC frequently mentioned love
of neıghbour ( mandatum ) WeTIe understood embrace the lıttle INECN-

tioned love for God, and thus LO SUL the entirety of mandata
and praecepta ın OINC short phrase.

HOow ONE MEN CAN BOIH, WH  —< ONE

MM  MEN CANNO !I EPI WITHOUT IHE

By the YCal 413 Augustine dıd not fee] that he had O elay ıIn
explaınıng the inter-connex1ion of the {[WO commandments. HOT when
these tWO dIC looked al losely, they AIC oun LO be entwıned
that there Can be love of God iın PCISON ıf he oe€es not love hıs
ne1ıghbour and OoOve of neighbour unless he loves God??). ere,
however, Augustine takes the time explaın thıs ınkıng of the
ONC tOo the other, four maın inter-related trends MaYy be dıscerned. Firstly,

53) Ibid., ir 10, 7 (ML 35,2059): ""Ecce de quıbus praeceptis narrat tota ista
Epistola’”.

54) Ibid., tr. 8 (ML 35:2037); ‘“ Fortassıs autem overiıt alıquos vestrum, quUO
istam Epıstolam beatı Joannıs LTracCctamus vobıs, U: NO  —_ commendaverıt maxıme 181
fraternam charitatem. Quli diligit fratrem, 1C1 eti Praeceptum nobis esti datum, ul diligamus
INVviIcCem. Assıdue nomınavıt charıtatem fraternam : De1l autem charıtatem, ıd est qua
debemus dılıgere Deum, NO  — tam assıdue nominavıt ; sed amen NO  ' Oomnıno tacuıt”.

55) De ide el Operibus 10,16 41,54 40,207) ‘““Nolo plurıbus immorTarı:
Na dılıgenter consıderata ista duo praecepta, ıta alterutro CONNECXA reperiuntur, ut NC

dılectio de1 possıt CSSC ın homine, S1 NO  ‘ dılıgıt proxXximum, NC dılecti10 proximl, S1 11O'  -

dılıgıt eum  27
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AS became evident in relatıon to love of self, PCISON cannot love hıs
ne1ghbour frultfully ..  as hımse unless he loves G0od [OLO OVe for
ne1ighbour wıthout love for G0d 111 not be genulne; ıt ll LNOTIC closely
resemble hatred than love. econdly, love for G0od 111l nOoTt be genummne ıf
PCISON alıls tO obey commandment which 15 precıisely tO love the
ne1ghbour. Moreover, JIn D 4A p  NLIS Christ enJoınıng Peter: who
loves Hım, feed Hıs sheep hıs applıes the iıdea of the lover of God
obeyıng Hıs command in INOTEC specıfically Chrıistological, pastoral,
mınıiısterlal context Thırdly, love of ne1ghbour INaYy ASs the acıd-test
for love of God In the lıne of JIn 4.20b ack of love for the retihren
May be taken d sıgn that love for God 15 missıng LOO, CVCNMN indeed that
ONC has real al in the Incarnatıon. Fourthly, whoever loves hıs
brother loves love itself, and, claıms Augustine, inverting Jn 4.8 16,
love 1S God hımself. hıs oOu lıne of argumentatıon specıial
ireatment and ll be ea ıth In ıts OW: rıght In the ına part of thıs
chapter. The fırst three trends dIC In SOINC not unfamılıar us

from INallYy of the eXiIs ave lready presented, and they therefore
eed not detaın us unduly ese three tendences INa Yy be rehearsed
summarıly by ookıng agaın al the commenta Galatıans. The
of theır reasonıng ıll then be further brought Out by brief comparıson
wıth other siımılar formulatıons.

Can be as why Paul ere (in Gal 5: F 16) mentioned only
love of ne1ıghbour and sa1d that Dy ıt the law Was fulfilled Also,
when he ea wıth the SAadIllc question in the letter to the Romans, he
sa1ld : “he who loves the other has fulfılled the law For °thou
not commıt adultery’, °thou NOTL °thou NnOT StCAl..
°*thou NnOTt cCovet’, and whatever other commandment there 1S, 1s
summed In thıs ONC OVEe YOUIL ne1ghbour d yourself,
for love of ne1ghbour o€s harm And love 1s the ulness of the
law  37 (Rom 138

(2) Sınce therefore love 1Ss 19(0)! complete eXCEeDL in the L[WO
of love for God and ne1ghbour, why o€s Paul ıIn both Galatıans
and Romans mentiıon only love of ne1ıghbour? Is the [CAasSson NOTL
that, since love for God 1S NOL frequently put tO the test, people
Can dece1ive themselves about 1t? In love for ne1ghbour, however,
they Can INOTEC easıly be Jearly shown that, Jong dS they act
unJjustly towards other people, they do nOot ave love for God

(3) 18 fıttıng that the PCISON wh loves God wıth the ole
heart, the ole soul and the ole miınd, should also love the
ne1ıghbour N hımself, for the I[CAasSOoN that God, whom he loves wıth
the ole heart, the ole soul and the ole mınd, commands thıs

(4) And also wh Can love the ne1ighbour Dy IC all people
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aTre mea d hımself unless he loves (J0d by whose precept and
gıft he 15 able fulfıl love of ne1ıghbour?

(5) Therefore, Ssince both AIC such that neıther Can be
kept wıthout the other, ıt 15 VerYy often sufficıent LO mentiıon Just ONC
of them when it 15 maäatier of the works of Justice. But that ONC 15
INOTC appropriate Dy IC DPCISON 1S made of hıs
shortcomıngs.

(6) TIThus John SayYs °°HOr ıf pECTISON 0€Ss nOoTt OVe hıs brother
whom he SCCS, how Can he ove God whom he oe€es not SCC A Jn
4 7()

( /) The Galatıans WeIC dece1ving themselves that they had love
for God They WeIC shown clearly that they dıd NnOTL ave 1t Dy the
hatred TOtLNerSs about IC ıt 1S Ca y Judge ın aıly ıfe
and conduct 56)

Who CU”n love the neighbour himself unless he loves God?

hıs point 15 riefly noted in paragraph (4) of the texti quoted from
the commenta Galatıans. Because ıt has already een elaborated ad
lungzum el ad latum ın pPrev1ous artıcle, 111 rest cContent ere ıth
pomting Oouft ıts appCaTrance ın three other places where it has the specıfic
function of explaiınıng how the commandment of love for ne1ghbour
alone Caln be sa1d be the ulness of the law We recall the unıty formula
of De Disciplina Christiana: Eecce U AE duo UNUM factum est

Prorsus proximum dilige, el sufficit. Augustine ZOCS explaın,

56) Expositio Epistolae ad Galatas 45 84,1 33  &* “QuaerI
autem potest, CUT apostolus ei hıc solam commemoravıt DroxX1ım1ı dılectiıonem, qua egem
dıxıt ımplerI1, eft ad Romanos, CU) ın eadem quaestione versare({ur, qul nım diligit alterum,
Inquıt, egem implevit, Na Non adulterabis, AON homicidium facies, NO  - furaberis, AoOnNn

CONCUPISCES el SI quod est aliud mandatum, In hoc Sermoöone recapitulatur : Diliges proXimum
[UUM amquam te1DSUM, dilectio proximı malum NOn Plenitudo legis Carıtas.
(2) Cum CI gO nonnısı In duobus praeceptis dılection1s de1l ei DroX1m1ı perfecta sıt carıtas, Cur

apostolus ei iın hac ei In ]la epistola solam proxX1m1 dılectionem cCommemoTal, 181 qula de
dılectione de1 possunt mentirı homuines, quı1a rarlores temptationes A probant,
dılectione DroX1im1ı facılıus CONvıncuntur Cal 1O  — habere, dum In1que Cu homı1-
nıbus agunt ” (3) Consequens est autem, ul, quı LOLO corde, tota anıma, tota mente
eum dılıgıt, dılıgat el proximum (amquam se1psum, quıa hoc iubet ılle, QUCIN tOTLO
corde, tota anıma, tota mentfe dılıgıt (4) Item dılıgere proximum, 1d est
hominem Lamquam se1psum, quı1s potest, 1S1 eum dılıgat, CU1US praecepto eit ONO
dılectionem DroX1m1ı possıt implere? (5) Cum CI SO utrumque praeceptum ıta sıt, ut neutrum
sıne altero possıt tener1, et1am 1NUM horum COI  1Aal‘ plerumque sufficıt, Cu agıtur
de oper1ıbus justitiae, sed oportunius illud, de qUO qu1isque facılıus conviıncıtur. (6) nde ei
lohannes dıcıt Qui nım NOn diligit fratrem SUUM, qQUEM videt, deum, quem Hon videt,
quomodo potest diligere ? (7) Mentiebantur nım quıdam dilectionem de!1 habere ei de
dı10 fraterno CAd NO  — habere convıncebantur, de quo iudıcare in cotidiıana ıta ei morıbus
facıle est  Kg
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however, that In order love OUT neıghbour A ourselves must first
really love ourselves. And 1l] ıIn fact ate ourselves, and hereby OUT

neıghbour LOO, ıf faı] {O ove God wıth all that 1S In us > The
connex1on between love of ne1ghbour and love for God,

esigne safeguard the former from degeneratıng into ess worthy
forms of love conce1ved Dy dıistorted self-love, OCCUTIS also iın the
commenta John’s gospel where Augustine 1S keen tOo sShow that
whatever commandments there AIC AaTe be oun In ove for ne1gh-
OUur quoniam quidqul est aliud hic habemus >® Sımillarly, in earlıer

the Same gospel, Augustine explaıns hOow people of sound
understandıng Can fiınd both ın each indıvıidual precept hene
intellegentibus Invenıtur INn SINZUulis. One ICasSOl, beginnıng wıth
love of neı1ghbour, 1S that PCISON wh loves the neıghbour chastely and
spirıtually loves G0od ın him  >9 He the neıghbour ASs T1S has
COMMEC to us (cf. JIn doctor wh wıshes estore health And
thıs health 15 tO ave God ıIn OUT mıdst hrough Hıs gıift of love. TIhe God
OVve when the neighbour 1S chastely and spirıtually OVve: 1S ere
concel1ved nOoTt Just d protecting love of neıghbour from dıstortion but 4S

actually lıving ın the communıty of Hıs body TIhus dımension 15
{O the {[WO former instances ave dduced ın IC Oove for God Was

presented d the central structural moment of genuımıne Ove of ne1ghbour.
We cannot authentically love the ne1ghbour wıthout lovıng God because
it should be the a1m of all upright love for ne1ghbour hat God be al ıIn
all (cf. Cor

God, hom WE aAare love wholly; commands love the
neighbour

The second ICAaSOIl why those of sound understandıng IMaYy dıscern
both commandments iın each indıvıdually begıns from ove for God

PCISON wh loves God cCannot despise hım when he commands us

love OUT neighbour’””©*). 1S, according paragraph (3) of the

57) De Disciplina Christiana 6,5-6,6 - 40,6 /2)
58) I ractatus IN Evangelium Toannıs 83,3 (CC y 35,1846): ei ubı

dılect10 DroX1m1, ıbı necessarıo et1am dılecti0 de1 Quı1 nım NO dılıgıt deum, quomodo
dılıgıt proximum tamquam se1psum, quandoquıdem 10  — dılıgıt el selıpsum B,

59) Ibid., 65,2 (CC 35,1809): “ quı sancte eit spiırıtalıter dılıgıt
proximum, quıd In dılıgıt 181 eumJ

60) Ibid., 83,3 e“ 35,1846): “Non est aeC dılect10 In omnıbus
homiıinıbus;: paucı propterea dılıgunt, ut sıt eus omnıa in omnıbus”.

61) Ibid., 65,2 14 @ 35,1809): Nam el quı dılıgıt deum., 918} Cu potest
COnNtemnere praecıpıentem ut dılıgat proximum66  R. Canning  however, that in order to love our neighbour as ourselves we must first  really love ourselves. And we will in fact hate ourselves, and thereby our  neighbour too, if we fail to love God with all that is in us°”’). The  necessary connexion between love of neighbour and love for God,  designed to safeguard the former from degenerating into less worthy  forms of love conceived by distorted self-love, occurs also in the  commentary on John’s gospel where Augustine is keen to show that  whatever commandments there are are to be found in love for neigh-  bour: quoniam quidquid est aliud hic habemus*>®. Similarly, in an earlier  tract on the same gospel, Augustine explains how people of sound  understanding can find both precepts in each individual precept: bene  intellegentibus utrumque invenitur in singulis. One reason, beginning with  love of neighbour, is that a person who loves the neighbour chastely and  spiritually loves God in him®°. He comes to the neighbour as Christ has  come to us (cf. Jn. 13.34), as a doctor who wishes to restore health. And  this health is to have God in our midst through His gift of love. The God  loved when the neighbour is chastely and spiritually loved is here  conceived not just as protecting love of neighbour from distortion but as  actually living in the community of His body. Thus a dimension is added  to the two former instances we have adduced in which love for God was  presented as the central structural moment of genuine love of neighbour.  We cannot authentically love the neighbour without loving God because  it should be the aim of all upright love for neighbour that God be all in  all (ef. 1 Cor. 15.28)°°).  2. God, whom we are to love wholly, commands us to love the  neighbour  The second reason why those of sound understanding may discern  both commandments in each individually begins from love for God.  “The person who loves God cannot despise him when he commands us  to love our neighbour””°!). It is, according to paragraph (3) of the  57) De Disciplina Christiana 6,5-6,6 (CSEL 46,212-213. ML 40,672).  58) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 83,3 (CC 36,536. ML 35,1846): ‘‘  et ubi  dilectio proximi, ibi necessario etiam dilectio dei. Qui enim non diligit deum, quomodo  diligit proximum tamquam seipsum, quandoquidem non diligit et seipsum?”.  >9) Ibid., 65,2 (CC_ 36.492. ML 35:1809): *  qui sancte et spiritaliter diligit  proximum, quid in eo diligit nisi deum?”.  60) Jbid., 83,3 (CC 36,536. ML 35,1846): “Non est haec dilectio in omnibus  hominibus; pauci se propterea diligunt, ut sit deus omnia in omnibus”.  61) Ibid., 65,2 (CC 36,492. ML 35,1809): “Nam et qui diligit deum, non eum potest  contemnere praecipientem ut diligat proximum ...”.
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DAsSsSagc quoted above from the Commentary Galatıans, the G0d
whom ATC Oove wıth heart, mınd and soul, wh requıres us tO love
the ne1ghbour. The Lord, whom AIC love totally, 91VES other
commandment for the renewal of human beings than that of Jn
3.3482) Therefore pPCIrSoN loves God 18 the extent that he carrıes Out
the commandment of the Lord ove the neighbour®®). As text from
In Epistolam Toannıs DULSs it, ONC Can claım that he loves the CIMPCI OI
and yeLl hate hıs aws For the CINDCIT OI ıll Judge whether he 1S OVEe Dy
how hıs aws AIC kept throughout the provinces. Christ’'s law 1S that of
Oove for neıghbour (Jn Y ou Sa Yy that YOU love Chrıst hen keep
hıs commandment, love YOUT brother If YOU do NnOL ove yOUT brother,
whose commandment ATC YOU despising ?’”°*).

For Augustine, however, fulfillıng commandment of OVve
for ne1ıghbour 1S not merely Dprooi” that OoONe loves (0d sımply because
God, wh 1S be OVE! has g1ven us thıs commandment of love of
neıghbour. 1S not merely the best touchstone for Judgıng whether
PCISON 1S Ser10us about lovıng God, ‘“the ole matfter resting ultımately
nevertheless ın {[WO partıal fulfilments of Christian human ex1istence and
ın LWO commandments” 65) the easler and less important of whıich WOU
be Oove of neıghbour. I thıs WeTC > Oove for God COU ex1ist and be
understood wıthout that love for ne1ghbour which 15 concerned wıth the
ne1ghbour d such. ere mMaYy be other, equalliy important, albeıt less
effective. ‘“proofs” and touchstones. ove for ne1ghbour m1g then SCCIIH

be nothıng INOIC than the dutıful observance of dıvine imperatıve
prompte Dy person’'s love for G0d and revealıng hıs consclentiousness
In ıt It WOU be CONSCYUCNCC of love for God, but dıfferent from ıt iın
kınd If such WeIC the Casec for Augustine, he COUuU not allow., 4S he does,
that each commandment MaYy SCTVC indıicate both, that the ole law

62) Sermo Maı 14,1 (MA i mandatum SUUIM domınus 1O  — dixıt, 181 ut VOS

Invicem dılıgatıs ? Et dixıt 1psum mandatum, ei ad innovatıonem nOstram venıt, el

homiınes 1105 eC1 ’ >

63) De I rinıtate 8,7,10 (CE 42,956) v! CONSCHUCHNS est ut facıat quod
praecepit deus, ei iın tantum dılıgıt ın quantum facıt ; CONSCYUCHS CT gO est ut ei proximum
dılıgat, quıa hoc praecepit eus  9

64) In Epistolam Toannıs, ir 9,11 (ML 353,2053): *I ıicıs CISO dılıgere Chrıistum ;
mandatum eJus ei ratrem dılıge. S1 au ratrem 1O  — dılıg1s; quomodo CUu dılıgıs,

CUJuUS mandatum contemn1s ı 6A0
65) hıs 1s the formulatıon of the 1SSue offered DYy Rahner, °“ Reflections the

Unıity of the Love of Neıighbour and the Love of In Theological Investigations, VI

Englıs translatıon: arl-H and Boniface Kruger) (Baltımore and London, TT
249, w
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and the prophets INa y be summed the commandment OVve the
ne1ghbour A oneself that Il 15 ‘“from ONEeC and the SdiIllec ove that ove
G0od and the neighbour’””®) and that the basıc MYSTETY of thıs love ll
be ully revealed the OoONec T1S lovıng himself”” ° ’)

Indeed Christological varıant hıs theme 15 introduced DYy
Augustine understandıng of Jn 5 ree T1S asks
Peter o€es he love Hım and FTECCIVIN£ Peter A4SSUTAaNCE that he oes
T1S hım LO feed Hıs am feed Hıs sheep g00d example of
Augustine’s approac LO thıs jalogue between Chrıst and Peter 15

provıde by Sermo 2 datıng from after 417

ANSWET LO Jesus three fold (1 do yYOU love me ”)
Peter replıes that he o€es ove Hım To Peter wh aNSWEeTS thıs
WaY the Lord Jesus commends Hıs am He SdyS ‘“Feed IN Y
am feed IN Y sheep It 15 dS ıf He saıd hOw Can yOUu
NO that yOUu love me Show yYOUT ove Dy takıng Care of IN Yy sheep
Y our Vec ove for ave tO yOUu What then Can yOUu er

NO that YOU love me ? But there 15 d place where yYOU Can csShow
yOULr OoOVve towards IN there ı15 domaın where YOU Can

VOUT Oove for ‘teed IN Y sheep: °?).
Peter leaves Jesus oOu of hıs love But Augustine

the LordqPeter urther hOowWw Can yOU 1910) that YOU
Oove me ? “What ıll yYOUTL OVve for be able er me ? What Cal yOUu

human eing bestow uDON yOUr creator? What 111 YOUT Oove enable
YOU rıng me ? What Caln yOUu the redeemed contrıbute tO YOUT
redeemer? At moOost hat Can yOUu oldıer contrıbute yOUr kıng S A 70)
Accordıing Augustine the pastoral COMMMISSION wıth 16 Peter 15

66) De I rinıtate (CC 789 959)
67) In Epistolam Toannıs ir 10 (ML 35
68) See Pellegrino Doppion1 varıanltı ne] COmMMeNTLO dı gostino GOHIOV

E e IO Studi dı Pincherle, ome 403-419 especılally 405-406
and 413-414 Regardıng the MCAaAaNıINg of the dıialogue between Christ and eter. SCC

dl CIO pPCI l Salvatore s 1 dımostra ne]l DaAsSCCIC le DCCOIC ch eglı affıda coloro
che COSTLILUISCE pastorIı OMNC Su:  ®

69) Sermo 253 (ML 1DSO ernarıo 1UIMNCIO ınterrogalion1s SUac

OMINUS Jesus respondent! 4INOTEM commendat SUuU OS ei 1C1 Pascei MEOS,
Vves Meas Lanquam dıceret Quıid mıhı retrıbuls qu1a dılıgıs me ? Dılectionem tuam

ostende Ovıbus I1CIS Quid mıhı praestas qula dılıgıs quando CRO tıbı praestıitı ut

dılıgeres me ? Sed dılectiıonem [uam CIgd es ubı ostendas es ubı
gı MeOÖCs

70) Sermo Denis 1241 (MA 1,51) ‘°Ht quıd praesturus me ? quıd mıhı
collaturus homo creatorı tuo? quıd collaturus de {uoO redemtus redemtorı [uUO
ut multum mıiıles ICH1 tuo? quıd collaturus ?” ( Sermo ıbl C’asın 133 13 (MA

“Qlll praestas deo ut SIl quod erat
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charged Dy Jesus provıdes the answer ’*). °Fi MY sheep  27 indıicates the
1e6 where person’s Oove for God Can be practised and somethıng of
value offered Him ' ); By fulfiıllıng thıs command ONC cshows love for
T1S 73) Indeed, because carıng for hıs sheep 15 all that T1IS demands,
Augustine asks where but ere Can PCISON sShow that he loves Hım 74)
Thıs manıfestation of love for T1S In accordance ıth his command-
ment 1s not presented ‘““proof” Peter has produce 0)8 d test he
has undergo ın order demonstrate the strengt of hıs love for God
Christ’s reply Peter’s threefold profession of love for Hım rather
indıcates where God has made ıt humanly possıble for hım and wiıishes
hım do ASs He SayS In carıng for the ne1ghbour. As Sermo Denis 2
DUts ıt, af 1S AdSs ıf there WEeIC other WaY for Peter to sShow h1s love for
T1S than be faıthful shepher under the prince of all shep-
herds*?). NOW, ın that Peter ın Man Yy of these exXtTis personifies all
shepherds and the ole church 76) ıt 18 not Ouft of the question that
there 1S other WdYy for the Christian people d ole LO show love for
Christ than beal iın takıng Care of hıs sheep The only expression
of love that the Lord requıred 15 that PCISON o€es for others hat I1s
has one for hım '), ın other words, that PCISON loves 1ıke T1sS . 1t
1S a4s ıf he SaVYS, ee IN Y sheep.. commend sheep yYyOou The sheep
INncan ATC those ave bought ıth IM Y (0780] ave dıed for them Do

7l) I ractatus IN Evangelium Toannıs 12 (CC y 35,1967): “Sıt aMOTIS
officıum DAaSCCIC domınıcum SICHCHN, S1 fuıt t1morI1s indıcıum NCBAaAIC pastorem .

72) -Sermo 137,4 (ML 38,756) 66  Quası dıceret, hoc mıhı abıs, hoc mıhı praestabis, S1
INas M' asSCas VeS meas”: Sermo ıbl C’asin. L, I9 13 (MA ““Quid habes
praestare deo, OMO cordate?69  The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  charged by Jesus provides the answer ’!). ‘“Feed my sheep” indicates the  field where a person’s love for God can be practised and something of  value offered to Him ’?). By fulfilling this command one shows love for  Christ 7?). Indeed, because caring for his sheep is all that Christ demands,  Augustine asks where but here can a person show that he loves Him  74)_  This manifestation of love for Christ in accordance with his command-  ment is not presented as a ““proof”” Peter has to produce or as a test he  has to undergo in order to demonstrate the strength of his love for God.  Christ’s reply to Peter’s threefold profession of love for Him rather  indicates where God has made it humanly possible for him and wishes  him to do as He says: in caring for the neighbour. As Sermo Denis 12,1  puts it, ““it is as if there were no other way for Peter to show his love for  Christ than to be a faithful shepherd under the prince of all shep-  herds”7°). Now, in that Peter in many of these texts personifies all  shepherds and the whole church”®), it is not out of the question that  there is no other way for the Christian people as a whole to show love for  Christ than to be faithful in taking care of his sheep. The only expression  of love that the Lord required is that a person does for others what Christ  has done for him ’”), in other words, that a person loves like Christ. “*...it  is as if he says, ‘Feed my sheep’, I commend my sheep to you. The sheep I  mean are those I have bought with my blood. I have died for them. Do  71) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 123,5 (CC 36,678. ML 35,1967): “Sit amoris  officium pascere dominicum gregem, si fuit timoris indicium negare pastorem””.  72 -Sermo 137,4 (ML 38,756): “Quasi diceret, hoc mihi dabis, hoc mihi praestabis, si  amas me, ut pascas oves meas”; Sermo Bibl. Casin. I, 133, 13 (MA 1,410): ‘““Quid habes  praestare deo, homo cordate? ... Pasce oves meas  attende iuxta te, ne forte proximo  praestare debeas, quod perveniat ad deum”.  73) Sermo 146,1 (ML 38,796): ‘Tamquam ei diceret: Amas me? hoc ostende quia  amas me: Pasce oves meas” ; cf. Sermo Guelf. 16,1 (MA 1,493); Sermo Guelf. 32,3 (MA  1,565).  74) Sermo Denis 12,1 (MA I,Si): “Hoc solum exigo : Pasce oves meas””. Sermo Guelf.  32,3 (MA 1,565): ‘“Ubi mihi ostendis quia amas me, nisi pascendo oves meas?”’.  75) Sermo Denis 12,1 (MA L51): “.  tamquam non esset ubi ostenderet Petrus  amorem suum in Christum, nisi esset pastor fidelis sub principe omnium pastorum ...’’  76) Sermo Guelf. 10,2-3 (MA 1;493-494) : “Nam quid aliud ipse Petrus quam figuram  gerebat ecclesiae? Dominus ergo quando Petrum interrogabat, nos interrogabat, ecclesiam  interrogabat ... cum ille commendat oves pastoribus, redigitur totus numerus pastorum ad  corpus unius pastoris  . Erit unus grex et unus pastor, omnis innumerabilis pastorum  numerus ad corpus unius pastoris redigitur. Sed ibi estis et vos, membra ipsius estis’’. See  M. Pellegrino, art. cit., p. 405-406:  77) In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 5,5 (ML 35,2015): “ Pasce oves meas; id est, Fac pro  fratribus quod pro te feci”.Pasce VeS Meas attende i1uxta t E forte proX!mo
praestare debeas, quod pervenlat ad eum  27

73) Sermo 146,1 (ML 38, /96) ] amquam el diceret Amas me ? hOoc ostende quıa
InNnas Pasce Ves meas’ ; cf. Sermo Guelf. 16,1 (MA Sermo Guelf. 373 (MA

74) Sermo Denis I (MA L51): °° HOC solum eX1g0: Pasce VOS meas’”’. Sermo Guelf.
323 (MA mıhı ostendis quıa mnas M' 1S1 pascendo VCS meas ?”.

75) Sermo Denıs 12A4 (MA E31) l (amquam 11O]  — esse! ubı ostenderet eirus
aInOoTfTem SU UT iın Chrıistum, 181 esse pastor fıdelıs sub princıpe omnıum pastorum

76) Sermo Guelf. 10,2-3 (MA * Nam quıd alıud 1pse Petrus quam figuram
gerebat ecclesiae ? OMINUS CTZO quando eirum interrogabat, N OS interrogabat, ecclesiam
interrogabat69  The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  charged by Jesus provides the answer ’!). ‘“Feed my sheep” indicates the  field where a person’s love for God can be practised and something of  value offered to Him ’?). By fulfilling this command one shows love for  Christ 7?). Indeed, because caring for his sheep is all that Christ demands,  Augustine asks where but here can a person show that he loves Him  74)_  This manifestation of love for Christ in accordance with his command-  ment is not presented as a ““proof”” Peter has to produce or as a test he  has to undergo in order to demonstrate the strength of his love for God.  Christ’s reply to Peter’s threefold profession of love for Him rather  indicates where God has made it humanly possible for him and wishes  him to do as He says: in caring for the neighbour. As Sermo Denis 12,1  puts it, ““it is as if there were no other way for Peter to show his love for  Christ than to be a faithful shepherd under the prince of all shep-  herds”7°). Now, in that Peter in many of these texts personifies all  shepherds and the whole church”®), it is not out of the question that  there is no other way for the Christian people as a whole to show love for  Christ than to be faithful in taking care of his sheep. The only expression  of love that the Lord required is that a person does for others what Christ  has done for him ’”), in other words, that a person loves like Christ. “*...it  is as if he says, ‘Feed my sheep’, I commend my sheep to you. The sheep I  mean are those I have bought with my blood. I have died for them. Do  71) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 123,5 (CC 36,678. ML 35,1967): “Sit amoris  officium pascere dominicum gregem, si fuit timoris indicium negare pastorem””.  72 -Sermo 137,4 (ML 38,756): “Quasi diceret, hoc mihi dabis, hoc mihi praestabis, si  amas me, ut pascas oves meas”; Sermo Bibl. Casin. I, 133, 13 (MA 1,410): ‘““Quid habes  praestare deo, homo cordate? ... Pasce oves meas  attende iuxta te, ne forte proximo  praestare debeas, quod perveniat ad deum”.  73) Sermo 146,1 (ML 38,796): ‘Tamquam ei diceret: Amas me? hoc ostende quia  amas me: Pasce oves meas” ; cf. Sermo Guelf. 16,1 (MA 1,493); Sermo Guelf. 32,3 (MA  1,565).  74) Sermo Denis 12,1 (MA I,Si): “Hoc solum exigo : Pasce oves meas””. Sermo Guelf.  32,3 (MA 1,565): ‘“Ubi mihi ostendis quia amas me, nisi pascendo oves meas?”’.  75) Sermo Denis 12,1 (MA L51): “.  tamquam non esset ubi ostenderet Petrus  amorem suum in Christum, nisi esset pastor fidelis sub principe omnium pastorum ...’’  76) Sermo Guelf. 10,2-3 (MA 1;493-494) : “Nam quid aliud ipse Petrus quam figuram  gerebat ecclesiae? Dominus ergo quando Petrum interrogabat, nos interrogabat, ecclesiam  interrogabat ... cum ille commendat oves pastoribus, redigitur totus numerus pastorum ad  corpus unius pastoris  . Erit unus grex et unus pastor, omnis innumerabilis pastorum  numerus ad corpus unius pastoris redigitur. Sed ibi estis et vos, membra ipsius estis’’. See  M. Pellegrino, art. cit., p. 405-406:  77) In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 5,5 (ML 35,2015): “ Pasce oves meas; id est, Fac pro  fratribus quod pro te feci”.CUu lle commendat VeOS pastorıbus, redigitur LLUIMNCIUS pastorum ad
O'  U: un1us pastorıs Erıt uUunNnNus ICX ei 1US pastor, Omnı1s innumerabilıs pastorum
NUMETUS ad un1us pastorIı1s redigitur. Sed ıbı est1s ei VOS, membra 1DS1US est1s””. See

Pellegrino, art Eit.. 405-406
77) In Epistolam Ioannıs, tr. . (ML 35,2015)% ** Pasce Ves MEeEAS , ıd est, Fac DTro

fratrıbus quod 980 ecC1  IR
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yYOoUu love me ? Die for them?””®3). hıs o€es not INCcCAan that it o€s not
matter whether PCISON loves 118 OT no(t, long ASs he 1S fully
commıtted hıs ne1ghbour. Rather ıt 1S precısely because Jesus has the
A4SSUTaNCE of Peter’s love for Hımself that he the PrecC10us sheep
purchased ıth Hıs OW 0O to Peter’s CaIiIc °Do yYOU love me Dıie for
them  »” What thıs O€es INnecan 1S that servıice of the reihren 18 the PTODCI
and requıired manıfestatıion of love for TIS in thıs time. In En INn DS
102:3 AT told that there WeTIC people who rendered ervice God
CvVcn the pomnt of death:?!): As the Context makes CIeAaT: Augustine 1S
referring to the martyrs. But the Ca he SCCS them undergomng 1s
expressed in terms of Jn 3 16 and Jn .43 layıng oOWn of neSs ıfe
for the brethren and friends Service God CVCN to the pomt of ca
therefore, 1S ere equıvalent for hım LO servıice of the ne1ghbour CVOMN {O
eg Augustine consıders layıng OoOWn ne’s  z ıfe for others wıtness
truth that they tOO INaY follow the WaYy of truth* 9

Clearly the idea of the ola T1S 15 nNnOoTt far eIiOW the surface of
these Further In the SaImnec In 1C ave read, “DO
yOUu love me ? Die for them (1.e for the sheep aVe bought wıth INY
blood)”, COINNC AC1I1OSS ıt explıicıtly: “Diırect yOUTr attention LO those
close al hand Perhaps yOUu OUg, g1ve yOUr ne1ghbour hat tO
God en yOoUu dıd it LO ONC of the least of mıne, yYOU dıd ıt me
Ma 235.40) %. The ola T1S 15 also obviously present In the A7th
y T John’s gospel. Havıng quoted JIn 3.16, Augustine proceeds:
Ideo Petro qUEM facere olebat bonum, AON In LDSO Petro, sed INn
COFrDOre SUO aıt Petre, AMAasSs OVes meas®°). Translatıng the first
and ast parts of the NC dıfficulty : 1 hereiore, the Lord
sa1d Peter whom He wıshed make g0o0d shepherd: Peter, do YOU

78) Sermo ıbl. Casın. —  Y (MA 1,403-404) :70  R. Canning  you love me? Die for them’’7?8). This does not mean that it does not  matter whether a person loves Christ or not, so long as he is fully  committed to his neighbour. Rather it is precisely because Jesus has the  assurance of Peter’s love for Himself that he entrusts the precious sheep  purchased with His own blood to Peter’s care. ‘Do you love me? Die for  them”’. What this does mean is that service of the brethren is the proper  and required manifestation of love for Christ in this time. In En. in ps.  102,3 we are told that there were people who rendered service to God  even to the point of death®°). As the context makes clear, Augustine is  referring to the martyrs. But the death he sees them undergoing is  expressed in terms of 1 Jn. 3.16 and Jn. 15.13: a laying down of one’s life  for the brethren and friends. Service to God even to the point of death,  therefore, is here equivalent for him to service of the neighbour even to  death. Augustine considers laying down one’s life for others a witness to  truth so that they too may follow the way of truth®').  Clearly the idea of the Total Christ is not far below the surface of  these texts. Further on in the same sermon in which we have read, ‘‘Do  you love me? Die for them (i.e. for the sheep I have bought with my  blood)”, we come across it explicitly: ‘“Direct your attention to those  close at hand. Perhaps you ought to give your neighbour what comes to  God. ‘When you did it to one of the least of mine, you did it to me’  (Matt. 25.40)”’®?). The Total Christ is also obviously present in the 47th  tract on John’s gospel. Having quoted 1 Jn. 3.16, Augustine proceeds:  Ideo Petro quem facere volebat pastorem bonum, non in ipso Petro, sed in  corpore suo ait : Petre, amas me ? pasce oves meas??®). Translating the first  and last parts of the sentence presents no difficulty : ‘“Therefore, the Lord  said to Peter whom He wished to make a good shepherd: Peter, do you  78) Sermo Bibl. Casin. 1,133,4 (MA 1,403-404): “*... tamquam dicens: Pasce oves  meas, commendo tibi oves meas. Quas oves? Quas emi sanguine meo. Mortuus sum pro eis.  Amas me? Morere pro eis”.  79) Sermo Guelf. 17,3 (MA 1,497): ‘“Quia amas me, quia diligis me, committo tibi  oves meas’”’.  80) En. in ps. 102,3 (CC 39,1452. ML 37,1317): “Homines ministerium suum usque  ad mortem deo retribuerunt”.  81) In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 5,5 (ML 35,2015): *... Fac pro fratribus quod pro te feci.  Omnes sanguine meo redemi: nolite dubitare mori pro veritatis confessione, ut ceteri vos  imitentur’””.  82) Sermo Bibl. Casin. 1,133,13 (MA I, 410) : “Ergo attende iuxta te, ne forte proximo  praestare debeas quod perveniat ad deum. Quando uni ex minimis meis fecistis, mihi  fecistis”.  83) Tractatus in Evangelium Toannis 47,2 (CC 36,405. ML 35,1733).(amquam diıcens: Pasce Ves

MEAS, commendo t1bı VCS 1INCcCas Quas oves” Quas em1 sanguıne IN  O Ortuus SU: PIro e1s.
Amas me ? Morere DIO e1s  R

79) Sermo ue. E3 (MA ‘““Quı1a INas M' quıa dılıgıs IMN commıtto tıbı
VeES meas’”’.

80) En IN 102,3 18& 39,1452 SI “Homines mınısteriıum SUUIN Ul
ad mortem deo retriıbuerunt”.

‘3 In Epistolam Ioannıs, IT 3,5 (ML 353;:2015): a Fac PTo fratrıbus quod DPIO fec1
Omnes sanguıne IMNCO redem1: nolıte ubıtare mMoTI PTO verıtatis confessione, ut ceter]! V OS

imıtentur)”.
82) Sermo ıbl. Casın. [, 33:13 (MA K 410) "Ergo attende 1uxta ® forte ProXx1mo

praestare debeas quod pervenı1at ad eum Quando Un INUMLS MEeLS fecistis, mihrt
fecistis70  R. Canning  you love me? Die for them’’7?8). This does not mean that it does not  matter whether a person loves Christ or not, so long as he is fully  committed to his neighbour. Rather it is precisely because Jesus has the  assurance of Peter’s love for Himself that he entrusts the precious sheep  purchased with His own blood to Peter’s care. ‘Do you love me? Die for  them”’. What this does mean is that service of the brethren is the proper  and required manifestation of love for Christ in this time. In En. in ps.  102,3 we are told that there were people who rendered service to God  even to the point of death®°). As the context makes clear, Augustine is  referring to the martyrs. But the death he sees them undergoing is  expressed in terms of 1 Jn. 3.16 and Jn. 15.13: a laying down of one’s life  for the brethren and friends. Service to God even to the point of death,  therefore, is here equivalent for him to service of the neighbour even to  death. Augustine considers laying down one’s life for others a witness to  truth so that they too may follow the way of truth®').  Clearly the idea of the Total Christ is not far below the surface of  these texts. Further on in the same sermon in which we have read, ‘‘Do  you love me? Die for them (i.e. for the sheep I have bought with my  blood)”, we come across it explicitly: ‘“Direct your attention to those  close at hand. Perhaps you ought to give your neighbour what comes to  God. ‘When you did it to one of the least of mine, you did it to me’  (Matt. 25.40)”’®?). The Total Christ is also obviously present in the 47th  tract on John’s gospel. Having quoted 1 Jn. 3.16, Augustine proceeds:  Ideo Petro quem facere volebat pastorem bonum, non in ipso Petro, sed in  corpore suo ait : Petre, amas me ? pasce oves meas??®). Translating the first  and last parts of the sentence presents no difficulty : ‘“Therefore, the Lord  said to Peter whom He wished to make a good shepherd: Peter, do you  78) Sermo Bibl. Casin. 1,133,4 (MA 1,403-404): “*... tamquam dicens: Pasce oves  meas, commendo tibi oves meas. Quas oves? Quas emi sanguine meo. Mortuus sum pro eis.  Amas me? Morere pro eis”.  79) Sermo Guelf. 17,3 (MA 1,497): ‘“Quia amas me, quia diligis me, committo tibi  oves meas’”’.  80) En. in ps. 102,3 (CC 39,1452. ML 37,1317): “Homines ministerium suum usque  ad mortem deo retribuerunt”.  81) In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 5,5 (ML 35,2015): *... Fac pro fratribus quod pro te feci.  Omnes sanguine meo redemi: nolite dubitare mori pro veritatis confessione, ut ceteri vos  imitentur’””.  82) Sermo Bibl. Casin. 1,133,13 (MA I, 410) : “Ergo attende iuxta te, ne forte proximo  praestare debeas quod perveniat ad deum. Quando uni ex minimis meis fecistis, mihi  fecistis”.  83) Tractatus in Evangelium Toannis 47,2 (CC 36,405. ML 35,1733).83) Tractatus IN Evangelium Toannıs 47,2 (CC 3514733
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ove me Feed ImMY sheep  v The problem lıes ın the phrase AON IN LDSO
Petro, sed IN COYrDOTE SUO aıt The question 18 15 rnst, nNnOT ın hımself but
IN COFDOTFE SUO, askıng Peter for love, OT 1S ıt rather that Peier. 4S

representatıve of Chrıist’s body, not Just ın hıs OW. rıght, 15 4as to feed
Christ’s sheep? TOom the context it 15 obvıo0us that Peter 15 as tO love
T1sS by layıng OoOWnN hıs ıfe for Christ’s, the prince of all shepherds,
sheep In Sermo ue 16,1 these sheep ATC called members ofnst, and
for thıs TeCason ON Can sShow love for the shepherd, nst, by lovıng the
sheep who ATC members of Hıs Body and for whose sake the shepher:
hımself has become sheep 84) oug thıs meanıng 1€ Chriıst NnOoTt
ın hımself but in hıs body asks for love, sımılarly Matt 25 40 and cts

WOU be akın the trend of hought ın the context of the
sentenc:! quoted from the cCommenta John, it however INOTC

lıkely that the AON In 1DSO Petro, sed In COFrDOreE SUO aıt has be read from
another angle We ave already mentioned that Peter Can represent the
ole church and that ql shepherds and al members of the church Can

be SCCMH dS formıng the body of Tist; the ONeC shepherd®). It 1S$ probably
the Casec ere LOO that Jesus’ question and inJjunction dIC dırected not Just
LO the ONe PCISON, Peter hımself, but the entire body of T1IS All AdICc

C416 for ONC another under the prince of shepherds, and they hereby,
and In other WAaY, manıfest theır love for Hım ““Lovıng 1ke G0od and
wıth G0od they love God himselt * /).

84) Sermo Guelf. 16,1 (MA ‘“ Amando OVCS, ostende 4ATINOTEIIMM habere pastorI1s;
Na ei 1ıpsae VECS membra Sunt pastorIıs. Ut membra 1US essent OVCS, VIS sSS5C ıgnatus est
ut membra 1US essent OVCS, SICult VLS ad immolandum ductus est (Is 53.7) ut membra 1US
essent OVCS, de 1llo dıctum est, Ecce deli, OE qul tollit peccala mundıi (Jn 29)

85) Thus, for example, it 18 saıd of T1S. Cu CIO ıllud ıta sıtThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  71  love me? Feed my sheep”. The problem lies in the phrase non in ipso  Petro, sed in corpore suo ait. The question is: is Christ, not in himself but  in corpore suo, asking Peter for love, or is it rather that Peter, as  representative of Christ’s body, not just in his own right, is asked to feed  Christ’s sheep? From the context it is obvious that Peter is asked to love  Christ by laying down his life for Christ’s, the prince of all shepherds,  sheep. In Sermo Guelf. 16,1 these sheep are called members of Christ, and  for this reason one can show love for the shepherd, Christ, by loving the  sheep who are members of His Body and for whose sake the shepherd  himself has become a sheep®*). Although this meaning — i.e. Christ not  in himself but in his body asks for love, similarly to Matt. 25.40 and Acts  9.4®°) — would be akin to the trend of thought in the context of the  sentence quoted from the commentary on John, it seems however more  likely that the non in ipso Petro, sed in corpore suo ait has to be read from  another angle. We have already mentioned that Peter can represent the  whole church and that all shepherds and all members of the church can  be seen as forming the body of Christ, the one shepherd®°). It is probably  the case here too that Jesus’ question and injunction are directed not just  to the one person, Peter himself, but to the entire body of Christ. All are  to care for one another under the prince of shepherds, and they thereby,  and in no other way, manifest their love for Him. ‘“Loving like God and  with God they love God himself”” ®”).  84) Sermo Guelf. 16,1 (MA 1,493) : ‘ Amando oves, ostende amorem habere pastoris;  nam et ipsae oves membra sunt pastoris. Ut membra eius essent oves, ovis esse dignatus est :  ut membra eius essent oves, sicut ovis ad immolandum ductus est (Is. 53.7): ut membra eius  essent oves, de illo dictum est, Ecce agnus dei, ecce qui tollit peccata mundi (Jn. 1.29)”.  85) Thus, for example, it is said of Christ : “... cum vero illud caput ita sit caput ... ut  tamen laboret in terra, non in se, sed in membris suis’’: Sermo Denis 19,5 (MA 1,103). Might  it not be that it is in his body, his members, his sheep, that he asks to be served? It is  tempting to read ‘“non in ipso Petro, sed in corpore suo ait” in this way in the light of such  texts as Sermo Denis 19,5. But the grammar has to be strained almost to the point of  incredibility if we are to do so. “Petro”” would have to be a repetition of the dative in the  first phrase of the full sentence. Then, ‘“in ipso”, referring to Christ, would stand over  against ‘‘in corpore suo”, as in the phrase of Sermo Denis 19,5, ‘“non in se, sed in membris  suis”. Apart from the anomaly of the “in ipso_”, instead of ‘“in se”, this construction is  perhaps rather far-fetched.  86) Sermo Guelf. 10,2-3 (MA 1,493-494).  87) P. Agaösse, op. cit., p. 52: ‘En aimant comme Dieu et avec Dieu, nous l’aimons  lui-meme”’. This is Aga&sse’s comment after having quoted Augustine’s explanation of Jn.  21.15-19 from In Epistolam IToannis, tr. 5,4 (ML 35,2014). (On p. 52 the reference is  mistakenly given by Agaösse to tr. 5,5). A person loves “like God” by being prepared even  to lay down his life for Christ’s sheep. He loves “with God”’ because God has given him the  very possibility to love in this way : “Quidquid enim retribuere volueris, ab ipso accepisti utuft
amen aboret in erra, AON IN \X sed IN membris SULS . Sermo Denıs 19,5 (MA Miıght
it NnOoL be that ıt 15 In hıs body, hıs members, hIs sheep, that he sks be served? It 1$
empting read ...  nNnon In 1PDSO etro, sed iın COTDOIC Su!  ® alt  7 thıs WaYy In the 1g of such

Sermo Denıis 19,5 But the grTammar has be straıned almost the pomnt of
incredıbilıty ıf ATC do *“Petro” would ave be repetition of the datıve In the
first phrase of the full sentenc:! Then, ...  1ın 1DSO , referring Christ, would stan VeT

agaınst 6,  1ın COTrDOTC SUuUo  d ASs In the phrase of Sermo Denis E9.5, ...  non In 5 sed In membrıs
Su1s”. par! from the anomaly of the ..  1ın ipS()_”, nstead of 6,  1in se  md thıs construction 15
perhaps rather far-fetched.

86) Sermo Guelf. 10,2-3 (MA 3-4
87) Aga6sse, C: 52 °*°En almant Dıeu eft VECC Dıeu, OUus ”’almons

ul-meme’). hıs 18 Aga6sse’s COmMMEentTt after havıng quoted Augustine’s explanatıon of Jn
2745189 from In Epistolam Toannıs, K E (ML 35,2014). (On the reference 15
miıstakenly gıven DYy Aga6&sse {r. 35 DECTISON l0oves Go by being prepared CVeCnNn

lay OWN hıs ıfe for Christ’s sheep He loves “wıth because God has g1ven hım the
VeETY possıbılıty love In thıs WaYy “Quı1dquıd enım retriıbuere voluerI1s, ab 1DSO accepIistı ut



Cannıng

Love of God Can he tested INn everyday practice of love of neighbour
and It has egin there

Itf ONC commandment 1s stand for both, then that of love for
ne1ghbour 18 LNOIC approprıiate in hat 1ts observance INaYy IMNOTEC readıly
be hecked hıs 1S the import of paragraphs (5) O (7) of OUT DAsSsSagc
from the cCommenta: Galatıans. The scrıptural underpinning for love
of ne1ghbour’s value dS indıiıcator of the of Ove for God 15
OUuUnN! In JIn 4 .20b °For 1f DCISON oe€es not love hıs brother whom he
SCCS, how Can he love God whom he oes not see 7° Thus, if an yONC
wıishes tO maıntaın that ıt 1s sufficıent sımply love God, then the
basıs of JIn 4 720 it INaYy be cshown hım that, In consıdering love for

88)ne1ghbour inessential, he o€es nOotL ECVCIMN love G0od AS he thınks he o€es
OT, ıf OMIMCONC 1s of the opınıon that he Can deal unj]justly ıth hıs fellow
human beings and yet NnOT offend G0od In AIl y WAdY, JIn 4.8 (**God 1S
ove  27 Can demonstrate that he 1s mistaken. for slıght love 1S slıght
(6d-) TOM another pomnt of view,‚because ıt Was love that led Chriıst

become INan and suffer for INCeN “A INall Can ave greater love
than lay OoOWnN h1ıs ıfe for hıs irıends” (Jn those wıthout love
effectively deny the realıty of the Incarnation ?°®). ose cut off from Ove
ıke the Donatists INdaYy bemoan the fact that Christ Was kılled, but Dy
theır VC separatıon from love they AdIC themselves kıllıng Christ in
human beings?*). By theır loveless ee towards others Christ 1s

reddas’”. When he 18 abundantly fılled ıth love (“satıarı charıtate ), whıich lıttle urther
In ese SCTMMONS | Jn 15 iıdentifıed ıth God, he 1S able become perfect In love by

eing prepared lay OoOWN hıs ıfe for hıs brother
88) Sermo Maı (MA “Una ala est, Diliges dominum deum I[uum tOLO

eorde [UO, el ola anıma [UG, el Ola [[Ua Sed olı ad unamı lam Na

S1 Nam habere te utas, NEC 1psam es Diliges proximum [UUM amquam Nam S1
ratrem QUCIMN vides NO  ' dılıgıs, deum, QUCIMN NO vides, quomodo dılıgere ? Accedat el

alıa, SIC volabıs, SIC de terren1ıs auferes cupıdıtatem, i1ges In caelestibus carıtatem .
89) In Epistolam Toannıs, tr. ,3 (ML 3020317 ""Jam videte quıa facere Contra

dılectionem, facere contra Deum est Nemo dicat : In homınem O, quando NO dılıgo
ratrem INCUINN Intendıite: Et facıle est peccatum In hominem ; in IDeum solum NO CCCOCIN.
Quomodo 1O  —_ PCCCAS in Deum, quando ın dılectionem peccas ” Deus dilectio estR  R. Canning  3. Love of God can be tested in everyday practice of love of neighbour  and it has to begin there  If one commandment is to stand for both, then that of love for  neighbour is more appropriate in that its observance may more readily  be checked. This is the import of paragraphs (5) to (7) of our passage  from the commentary on Galatians. The scriptural underpinning for love  of neighbour’s value as an indicator of the presence of love for God ıs  found in 1 Jn. 4.20b: “For if a person does not love his brother whom he  sees, how can he love God whom he does not see?”. Thus, if anyone  wishes to maintain that it is sufficient simply to love God, then on the  basis of 1 Jn. 4.20b it may be shown him that, in considering love for  88).  neighbour inessential, he does not even love God as he thinks he does  Or, if someone is of the opinion that he can deal unjustly with his fellow  human beings and yet not offend God in any way, 1 Jn. 4.8 (““God is  love”) can demonstrate that he.is mistaken, for to slight love is to slight  God®°). From another point of view,because it was love that led Christ  to become man and to suffer for men — ‘A man can have no greater love  than to lay down his life for his friends” (Jn. 15.13) — those without love  effectively deny the reality of the Incarnation?°). Those cut off from love  like the Donatists may bemoan the fact that Christ was killed, but by  their very separation from love they are themselves killing Christ in  human beings®!). By their loveless deeds towards others Christ 1s  reddas””. When he is abundantly filled with love (“satiari charitate””), which a little further  on in these sermons on 1 Jn. is identified with God, he is able to become perfect in love by  being prepared to lay down his life for his brother.  88) Sermo Mai 126,13 (MA 1,367) : ‘‘Una ala est, Diliges dominum deum tuum ex toto  corde tuo, et ex tota anima tua, et ex tota mente tua. Sed noli ad unam alam remanere; nam  si unam habere te putas, nec ipsam habes. Diliges proximum tuum tamquam te. Nam si  fratrem quem vides non diligis, deum, quem non vides, quomodo potes diligere? Accedat et  alia, sic volabis, sic de terrenis auferes cupiditatem, figes in caelestibus caritatem””.  89) In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 7,5 (ML 35,2031): “Jam videte quia facere contra  dilectionem, facere contra Deum est. Nemo dicat: In hominem pecco, quando non diligo  fratrem meum. Intendite: Et facile est peccatum in hominem; in Deum solum non peccem.  Quomodo non peccas in Deum, quando in dilectionem peccas? Deus dilectio est ... Ecce  habetis, fratres, Scripturas Dei : canonica est ista Epistola; per omnes gentes recitatur, orbis  terrae auctoritate retinetur, orbem terrarum ipsa aedificavit. Audis hic a Spiritu Dei: Deus  dilectio est. Jam si audes, fac contra Deum, et noli diligere fratrem tuum”.  90) Jbid., tr. 6,13 (ML 35,2028): “Charitas ergo illum adduxit ad carnem. Quisquis  ergo non habet charitatem, negat Christum in carnem venisse””. Cf. tr. 7,3 (ML 35,2030):  “Et qui diligit mundum, et negligit charitatem, audistis quia negat Jesum in carne venisse””.  91) Jbid., tr. 2,3 (ML 35,1991) : “Pii homines et misericordes, multum dolent occisum  esse Christum, et occidunt in hominibus Christum”.Ecce
habetis, fratres, Scripturas De1 canonıca est ista Epistola; pCI gentes recıtatur, orbıs
terrae auctoritate retinetur, orbem 1psa agedıificavıt. Audıs hıc Spirıtu Deli Deus
dilectio est Jam SI audes, fac contira Deum, ei nolı ılıgere ratrem tuum  D7

90) Ibid., ir 6,13 (ML 35,2028): arıtas CTIgO ıllum adduxzıt ad Carnem Quisquıis
CIZO NO  — charıtatem, Chrıstum in venlisse’”. C . IT 43 (ML 35,2030):
'°hEt quı dılıgıt mundum, ei neglıgıt charıtatem, audıstıs quıla Jesum ıIn ven1ısse)).

91) Ibid., ir 23 (ML 35:1991):; *P homiınes ei m1serıcordes, multum dolent OCCIsum
CESSC Chrıistum, ei occıdunt In homiınıbus Christum  ‚E8
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rejected and destroyed. Thus, probing love of ne1ghbour not only reveals
the OT absence of love for (J0d but also whether OT not PCrSON
Sti1 has lıving al ıIn the Incarnatıon of Chriıst.

On the ONC hand, love of ne1ghbour allows us Judge relatıvely
easıly hat extient Ove for (30d 18 in us, whıle, the other hand,
practically thıs 15 where love has egın. The former OWS from the
latter. In paragraph (6) of the pPassagc from the commenta
Galatıans, JIn 4 .20u the former poımnt. The Galatıans WeEeIC

clearly cshown that they dıd not ave love for (GJ0d Dy the hatred which
rage themselves and about IC it 1s CA5 y Judge ıIn aıly ıfe
and conduct. In Sermo 265;9, however, Jn 20b’s demonstratıon of
the practical necessity of setting out from love of ne1ghbour 15 insısted
upon If wısh fulfıl the fiırst part of the double commandment,
ave take the second part d OUT pomint of departure: secunda
INCLDLLUF, ul ad prımam perveniatur?*). Elsewhere Augustine elaborates
the mMOovem ıtself In of VIS1ION. He makes of the negatıvely
formulated question of Jn 4.20b the posıtıve statement when yOU love
the ne1ıghbour whom yYyOUu do SCC, YOU cleanse YOUI CYC for the Vis1ıon of
God?®) In the ordo faciendi ove of ne1ghbour first ; therefore
Augustine hıs hearers egın Dy lovıng theır ne1ghbours: Inclpe
CrZO iligere proximum”*). But the goal of thıs Journey 110 be
described noTl much AdSs ““Jovıng” the (GJ0d whom do nOoTt yel SCC, 4S

“seeing Go 25 Iract S0 of the commenta Jn manıfests thıs
Augustinıan extrapolatıon of Jn 4.20b for the first time:

Now SCC hrough al then SCC wıth full VISION. If
love much NO even 1ıle do not SCC, how passıonately

love when do see‘‘ But where cshould practise love? In
fraternal ove You Can always ell ave noTt SCCI1 God: but Canl

yOUu GVT Sa Y ave nOTL SCCTM human being? Oove YOUIL
brother FOor ıf yYyOUu love the brother whom yYOU SCC, then YOU 11l SCC

92) Sermo 265,9 (ML 38,1223): .  M qula CIgO est primıtus commendanda
ılect10 de1, secunda dılecti0 DroX1Im1; secunda au incıpıtur, ut ad prımam DCTI-
venlatur: SI nım fratrem quem vVides AOoON diligis ; Deum quem NO  > vides, quomodo diligere

ferLs
93) TIractatus IN Evangelium Toannıs 17,8 (8® 351531}The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  B  rejected and destroyed. Thus, probing love of neighbour not only reveals  the presence or absence of love for God but also whether or not a person  still has a living faith in the Incarnation of Christ.  On the one hand, love of neighbour allows us to judge relatively  easily to what extent love for God is in us, while, on the other hand,  practically this is where love has to begin. The former flows from the  latter. In paragraph (6) of the passage from the commentary on  Galatians, 1 Jn. 4.20b supports the former point. The Galatians were  clearly shown that they did not have love for God by the hatred which  raged among themselves and about which it is easy to judge in daily life  and conduct. In Sermo 265,9, however, 1 Jn. 4.20b’s demonstration of  the practical necessity of setting out from love of neighbour is insisted  upon. If we wish to fulfil the first part of the double commandment, we  have to take the second part as our point of departure: a secunda autem  incipitur, ut ad primam perveniatur??). Elsewhere Augustine elaborates  the movement itself in terms of vision. He makes of the negatively  formulated question of 1 Jn. 4.20b the positive statement : when you love  the neighbour whom you do see, you cleanse your eye for the vision of  God®®). In the ordo faciendi l1ove of neighbour comes first; therefore  Augustine urges his hearers to begin by loving their neighbours: incipe  ergo diligere proximum®?*). But the goal of this journey now seems to be  described not so much as ““loving” the God whom we do not yet see, as  “seeing God”. Tract 5,7 of the commentary on 1 Jn. manifests this  Augustinian extrapolation of 1 Jn. 4.20b for the first time:  Now we see through faith, then we shall see with full vision. If we  love so much now even while we do not see, how passionately shall  we love when we do see? But where should we practise love? In  fraternal love. You can always tell me : I have not seen God; but can  you ever say to me: I have not seen a human being? Love your  brother. For if you love the brother whom you see, then you will see  92) Sermo 265,9 (ML 38,1223): ‘*... quia ergo magna est primitus commendanda  dilectio dei, secunda dilectio proximi; a secunda autem incipitur, ut ad primam per-  veniatur: Si enim fratrem quem vides non diligis; Deum quem non vides, quomodo diligere  poteris?”.  93) Tractatus in Evangelium Toannis 17,8 (CC 36,174. ML 35,1531): “*... diligendo  proximum promereris quem videas; diligendo proximum purgas oculum ad videndum  deum, evidenter Iohanne dicente: Si fratrem quem vides non diligis, deum quem non vides  quomodo diligere poteris?”. For Augustine’s exegesis.of 1 Jn. 4.20b, see D. Dideberg, op.  cit., p. 147-150, 153-155.  94) Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,8 (CC 36,174-175. ML 35,1531-1532).dılıgendo

proximum promererI1s qucm videas; dılıgendo proximum Durgas oculum ad videndum
deum, evıidenter ohanne dıcente z fratrem quem vides AoONn dilig1is, deum QUEM on vides
quomodo diligere poteris ?””. For Augustine’s exegesis:of ] Jn 4.20b, SCC ıdeberg,
H.. 147-150, 153:153

94) Iractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 1 /,8 (CC 4-1 35,  i
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(G10d LOO al the S\a’JdIine tiıme, because YOU 111 SCC love ıtself, wıthın
IC 1Ss dwelling?>).
Fraternal love specıfies where OVve 1S be practised during the t1ime

of faıth?®). Ove of ne1ghbour 1s the inescapable startıng-point. ere 1S
WdY around ıt No OMNC Can poss1ıbly uUusec the CXCUSC that he has not SCCHMH

human being In the first GE of OUT quotatıon from Ta 5
Augustine states that ...  we SCEC through faıth”. and, In the second
sentence, that love CVEeNn ıle do nol WE  D The “seeing” of the
second evıdently refers the time of full ViIs1ion ıIn 10

Oove CVcCnNn INOTEC quomodo amplectemur CUÜU. viderimus Seeing oes
nOoTt diminish love: ıt enhances ıt But, ave noTt yel eached the
of full VIsS1OonNn and love. The “seeing through faıth” of the first
however, surely belongs tO thıs present time 1C oug be characte-
rised Dy the practice of fraternal love. But wh: OT what 1S SCCIH through
al durıng human time In thıs world? Human beings dIC SCCH,
ou but al 1s hardly requıred for thıs Who then 1s SCCI1 through
faıth? Augustine’s answer 1S that love IC 1s wellıng 1s SCCHL,
indeed that God himself 1s SCCTH hıs PIESUDDOSCS, however, that human
beings AdIc not merely SsSCcCCH but also OVE: that they ATIC SCGH ıth the CYCS
ofal and love d ell d wıth those of the flesh Vısıon of (G0od through
al PT'  S that the fraternal love appropriate fo the time of al
1S practised. When thıs 1s the CasSC, when all mpts tO skıp VEr the
startıng-point unsuccessful, then ...  you ıll N God LOO al the S”aIllc

time (as yOU OVve yOUuTr rother), because yYOU 111 SCC OVvVe tself. wıthın
1C 1S wellıng””. In the practice of love for ne1ghbour ıtself

95) In Epistolam Ioannis, ir 5’ (ML 35,2016): "Modo C fıde vides, [uUunc Gcr
specıe videbis 1 nım A4INamus CU NO videmus, quomodo amplectemur CUuU viderımus?
Sed ubı NOS debemus exercere? In raterno. otes mıhı dicere : Non 1dı Deum;
numquıd potest mıhı dicere : Non 1dı homiınem ? Dılıge ratrem. S1 nım ratrem qucm
vides dılexerIis, sımul videbis ei Deum; quıa videbıs 1psam charıtatem, ei ıntus inhabıtat
Deus  @2

96) hıs 18 the essential import of | JIn 4.20b for Augustine. He o€es nOot USC ıt
"merely after al] sımple argumentum ad hominem, inference TOom the easler
(whıch has not een achıeved) the INOTIC dıfficult (whıch 11} then certamnly and a fortiori
NOL be fulfilled)”” Rahner, art cH.:., 235 1Io 5Sd y that love for neıghbour 15 INOTEC easıly
tested 15 not 5Sd y that ıt 15 INOTE easıly achıieved. Augustine, however, Cal  —; SCC it the best
test and the essentıal practical startıng-point for love of God precısely because he does
““take the words of St John (1.e JIn 4.12) absolutely ser10usly, that the "God ın us 15
really the OMNC who alone Can be OVEel and who 18 eached precisely In the love of OUTI
brother and In er WaYy hid.
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Ssimul) 9'7) (God becomes 1isıble al and CVECI though VIS10ON of hım 1s
nOoTt complete, INa Y PTESUMC that he 18 OVEe! INOTC passıonately fOor
eing SCCI1 al all quomodo amplectemur CUÜ. viderimus The practical
startıng-pomnt 1s therefore much INOTC than INEGEIC startıng-poimnt. God
becomes visıble and 15 OVEe: But how 1s thıs relatıon between God and
Oove be explaıned ? The key 18 be Ooun in Augustine’s unusual
interpretation of the statement that ’Go 1s love  27 JIn 4.8 16)

111 IHE ERY FACT HAI PERSON HIS
BROIHER, SEES LOVE:;: AN  e LOVE GO  -

In De Irınıtate 8,8,12 Augustine reaches the conclusıions 19(0)

famılıar us that the {WO commandments of ove for God and the
ne1ıghbour cannot ex1ist wıthout each other How O€es he thıs
posıtıon there? JIn 4& plays essent1al role ıIn i} and the context and
ramıficatıions of the argumen iıtself 111 ead ınto ASs yel unchartered
terrıtory. The text reads:

What therefore o€es Oove love EeXCEDL that aC love ıth
love? NOW thıs, egn from hat 1S nearest tO us, 1S OUT brother
And lısten hOow the Apostle John impresses brotherly love upON OUT

hearts: “He that loves hıs brother abıdes ıIn the 1g and there 18
candal ın hım  79 JIn 2.10) 1s clear that John has placed the
perfection of goodness in love of the brother, for he 18 certamly
perfect in whom there 1s candal And yel he ave
passed OVCI the ove of God In sılence. Thıs he would ave
one unless he iıntended that God be understood ın brotherly Oove

10 itself. For, lıttle urther in thıs Samne jetter., he SaysS thıs most
plaınly ‘‘Beloved, let us Oove ONC another, because OVve from
God And wh loves 1S orn of God and knows God He
that 0€es nOoTt love Ooe€es nOoT NOW God, for God 1S Ove  I7 JIn

hıs connex1ion of ideas shows sufficıently and learly that thıs
15 SAdInec brotherly ove ıtself for it 1s brotherly ove Dy which love

ONC another 15 proclaımed Dy grea authorıty d the Apostle
John nOoTL only COME ‘“from (G0d ” but also be God Therefore,
when Oove OUT brother from love, love OUT brother from God:
NOT Can it be that do nOTt Ove in partıcular and distinctive WaY

) the Sa”ame love ıthC ove OUT brother TOom thıs ıt MaYy be
gathere that these LWO commandments cannot ex1ist wıthout each
other For sSInce od 15 TT  love he who loves love certamly loves

97) Agaesse In h1ıs translatıon, Saint ugustin, Commentaire de la premiere epitre de
Jean, Parıs, 1961, 263, translates ‘*sımul ” Y  par le faıt meme  C See Iso Aga6sse’s

introduction hıs translatıon, 49-50



76 Canning

God, and he who loves hıs brother necessarıly loves ove
PEerson SCCS hıs brother ıth human S1g wıth 1e God cannot be

2 SCCH But if he OVEe: ıth spirıtual love thıs brother whom he CCS wıth
human S12 he WOU. SCC (30d who 18 love iıtself ıth the inner S11g by
jhe Can be SCCT] Therefore, “how Can OÖOTINCONMNC who 0€es not love
hıs brother whom he SCCS love (0d whom he does not see *” JIn
He CcCannot SCC (10d precısely because “God 1s love  ”„m and ıt 15 love 1C
the PCTIsoN who 0€es not OVve hıs brother 18 ackıng And do not let
the question disturb uS, hOow much OVve oug devote OUT
brother and how much tO (GJ0d For should Ove OUT brother As
ourselves: and the INOTEC OVve (J0d the INOTC OVve ourselves.
Therefore OVve G0od and the neighbour from ONC and the

35 OVvVe But OVve God because he 18 God: Ove ourselves and the
neighbour. however, ASs orıentated G50”°)

Dıdeberg provıdes 1 tıdy SUMMAaTY of the ma)Jor arg of thıs
Passage, and of a (exti from In Epistolam Toannis??), in the following
syllogısm

He who loves hıs brother necessarıly loves OVe
But, Ove 18 God, because IS Ove  99 JIn
Therefore, he who loves hıs brother loves (G0d 100)‘

98) De Trinitate y 912_8v ’ ( @ ö  - 42,958-959) : ‘““Quid CTRO dılıgit
Carıtas 181 quod Carıtate dılıgimus? autem DroxX1mo provehamur frater est
Dilectionem autem fraternam quantum commendet lohannes apostolus attendamus: Qui
diligit, Inquit, fratrem In lumine mane(t, O7 scandalum In 0O ÖN 0S Manıfestum est
quod iustitiae perfectionem in ratrıs dıilectione posuerit ; nam in qUO scandalum est
utique perfectus est Et tamen videtur dılectionem de!1 taCulsse. Quod NUuMquUa faceret 181
quıia ın ipsa fraterna dılectione vult intellegı deum Apertissime enım in eadem epistula
paulo pOst iıta dıicıt Dilectissimi, diligamus Invicem quia dilectio CX deo ' OMNLS qui
diligit CX deo 1a1USs \ ' Cognovit deum. Qui HON diligit 27071 Cognovil deum quia deus dilectio
est sta contextio satıs ue declarat eandem ıpsam fraternam dılectionem (nam fraterna
dılectio est qua dılıgımus Invicem) solum OX deo sed et1am deum 6! auctorıtate
praedicarı. Cum CTrgO de dılectione dılıgimus fratrem, de [46 dılıgıimus fratrem; NCC fıer!
potest eandem dılectionem praecipue dılıgamus qua ratrem dılıgımus, Jnde
collıgitur duo ılla praecepla POSSC sine Invicem. Quoniam quıppe deus dilectio eum
certe dılıgıit qu! dilıgit dılectionem : dılectionem autem se est dılıgat quı dılıgıt ratrem76  R. Canning  God, and he who loves his brother necessarily loves love  A  person sees his brother with human sight with which God cannot be  25  seen. But if he loved with spiritual love this brother whom he sees with  human sight, he would see God who is love itself with the inner sight by  which he can be seen. Therefore, “how can someone who does not love  his brother whom he sees love God whom he does not see?” (1 Jn. 4.20b).  He cannot see God precisely because ‘“God is love”, and it is love which  30  the person who does not love his brother is lacking. And do not let  the question disturb us, how much love we ought to devote to our  brother and how much to God. For we should love our brother as  ourselves; and the more we love God the more we love ourselves.  Therefore we love God and the neighbour from one and the same  35  love. But we love God because he is God; we love ourselves and the  neighbour, however, as orientated to God?®),  D, Dideberg provides a tidy summary of the major argument of this  passage, and of a text from /n Epistolam Toannis??), in the following  syllogism:  He who loves his brother necessarily loves love.  But, love is God, because ““God is love” (1 Jn. 4.8,16).  Therefore, he who loves his brother loves God!°°9),  98) De Trinitate 8,8,12-8,9,12 (CC 50,287-289. ML 42,958-959): “Quid ergo diligit  caritas nisi quod caritate diligimus? Id autem ut a proximo provehamur frater est.  Dilectionem autem fraternam quantum commendet Iohannes apostolus attendamus: Qui  diligit, inquit, fratrem suum in lumine manet, et scandalum in eo non est, Manifestum est  quod iustitiae perfectionem in fratris dilectione posuerit; nam in quo scandalum non est  utique perfectus est. Et tamen videtur dilectionem dei tacuisse. Quod numquam faceret nisi  quia in ipsa fraterna dilectione vult intellegi deum. Apertissime enim in eadem epistula  paulo post ita dicit: Dilectissimi, diligamus invicem quia dilectio ex deo est, et omnis qui  diligit ex deo natus est et cognovit deum. Qui non diligit non cognovit deum quia deus dilectio  est, Ista contextio satis aperteque declarat eandem ipsam fraternam dilectionem (nam fraterna  dilectio est qua diligimus invicem) non solum ex deo sed etiam deum esse tanta auctoritate  praedicari, Cum ergo de dilectione diligimus fratrem, de deo diligimus fratrem; nec fieri  potest ut eandem dilectionem non praecipue diligamus qua fratrem diligimus. Unde  colligitur duo illa praecepta non posse sine invicem, Quoniam quippe deus dilectio est, deum  certe diligit qui diligit dilectionem; dilectionem autem necesse est diligat qui diligit fratrem  ‚.. Fratrem autem videt humano visu quo videri deus non potest, Sed si eum quem videt  humano visu spiritali caritate diligeret, videret deum qui est ipsa caritas visu interiore quo  videri potest, Itaque qui fratrem quem videt non diligit, deum, quem propterea non videt quia  deus dilectio est qua caret qui fratrem non diligit, quomodo potest diligere? Nec illa iam  quaestio moveat quantum caritatis fratri debeamus impendere, quantum deo, Fratri enim  quantum nobis ipsis; nos autem ipsos tanto magis diligimus quanto magis diligimus deum.  Ex una igitur eademque caritate deum proximumque diligimus, sed deum propter deum,  nos autem et proximum propter deum”,  99) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 9,10 (ML 35,2052).  199) D. Dideberg, Saint Augustin et la premiere epitre de saint Jean, p. 142: ‘Celui quiFHratrem autem VI humano 1SU qUO viderı eus non potest, Sed ® quUem videt
humano 1SU spirıtalı Carıtate dılıgeret, videret eum quiı est 1psa carıtas 1SU interlore qUO
vider]! potest, Itaque qui fratrem QUEM vide! ON diligit, deum, QUEM propterea HON videl quia
deus dilectio A qua cCarei quı ratrem dılıgit, quomodo potest diligere? Nec ılla 1am
quaestio MOVveal quantium carıtatıs fratrı debeamus impendere, quantium deo Fratrı enım
quantum nobis 1PSIS; autem 1PSOS magıs dılıgiımus quanio magıs dılıgımus deum.
EX igıtur ceademque carıtate eum proximumque dılıgimus, sed eum deum,

autem ei proximum propter eum  ”
99) In Epistolam loannis, r 9,.10 (ML 35,2052).
l()()) [D Dıideberg, Saint ugustin 01 la premiere epitre de Saın Jean, 142 *‘Celu: quı
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We PTODOSC firstly investigate the meanıng of thıs love for love
iıtself 1C Augustine ere dıscloses ın brotherly love, then, secondly,
question the sıgnıfıcance of the inversion of Jn 4.8,16 found in the
mıinor prem1ss, in order {O sShow how he understands the person who
loves hıs brother be loving G0od

WHAT ARE IHE IMPLICATI IHE EXPRESSION *LOVE OF OVE”?

In lınes 19-20 of the p  S quoted above from De Irinitate ATC

old that in brotherly OVve WC necessarıly and ..  1n A partiıcular and
distincetive WaYy OVe the SAaImne OVe ıth which Ove OUT brother”.
Sımilarly, accordıng Iınes 22-23, uhe wh loves 118 brother necessarıly
loves Ove’””. These eXpressioNs AIC almost exactly paralleled by sentence
in the nınth tract of In Epistolam Toannıs: Necesse est qui diligis fratrem,
diligas IDSAM dilectionem 10 g In the aC of the SAamnc work, W have
already earnt that, ıf love the brother whom WC SCC, hen l SCcC

Ove itself***). What 18 {O be made of thıs S  a  (& ‘“love of Ove ıtself”’ (Or,
VISION of Ove OT knowledge of OVve ıtself) 1C OCccuples such 1 central
place as the maJor prem1ss ın Augustine’s argumen tOo establısh that,
where OVe of neighbour 18 present, there (00 1S OVve for God? Thıs
question ıll be approached from three dıfferent angles: firstly, the
contribution made by other sımılar eXpress1i0ons, found outsıde De
Trinitate, tO the elucıdation of ‘*1ove of Ove itself” ıll be assessed:
secondly, ıt ıll be NCCCSSATY tO discuss how the praecipue of ‘whoever
loves the neighbour loves, IN A particular and distinctive WAYV (praecipue),
love ıtself” 1S tO be interpreted ; and hırdly, ıll have 88 Judge tO what
extent A comparıson of OVve f dilectio ıth the Ove of forma and Öf
veritas, which C  P ın the proximate Contexti in De I rinitate, IS

ılluminatıing.

Parallel AY<AY of the formula
At the beginning of Book 3 of the Confessions Augustine vividly

Ortrays the passıons of hıs student days ın arthage: “* | went 16
arthage, where the hissıng dın of chamefu loves choed around INC ON

sıde. dıd nol yel Ove but OVe love (amare amabam )The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  77  We propose firstly to investigate the meaning of this love for love  itself which Augustine here discloses in brotherly love, then, secondly, to  question the significance of the inversion of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 found in the  minor premiss, in order to show how he understands the person who  loves his brother to bc:: loving God.  A. WHAT ARE THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE EXPRESSION “LOVE OF LOVE”?  In lines 19-20 of the passage quoted above from De Trinitate we are  told that in brotherly love we necessarily and ‘“in a particular and  distinctive way love the same love with which we love our brother”.  Similarly, according to lines 22-23, ‘““he who loves his brother necessarily  loves love”’. These expressions are almost exactly paralleled by a sentence  in the ninth tract of In Epistolam Toannis: Necesse est qui diligis fratrem,  diligas ipsam dilectionem‘°*), In the fifth tract of the same work, we have  already learnt that, if we love the brother whom we see, then we will see  love itself!°2), What is to be made of this strange ‘“love of love itself”’ (or,  vision of love or knowledge of love itself) which occupies such a central  place as the major premiss in Augustine’s argument to establish that,  where love of neighbour is present, there too is love for God? This  question will be approached from three different angles: firstly, the  contribution made by other similar expressions, found outside De  Trinitate, to the elucidation of ‘“love of love itself”” will be assessed;  secondly, it will be necessary to discuss how the praecipue of ‘whoever  loves the neighbour loves, in a particular and distinctive way (praecipue),  love itself” is to be interpreted; and thirdly, we will have to judge to what  extent a comparison of love of dilectio with the love of forma and of  veritas, which appears in the proximate context in De Trinitate, is  illuminating.  . Parallel uses of the formula  At the beginning of Book 3 of the Confessions Augustine vividly  portrays the passions of his student days in Carthage: ‘I went to  Carthage, where the hissing din of shameful loves echoed around me on  every side. I did not yet love but I loved to love (amare amabam) ... 1  aime son frere, aime necessairement l’amour, Or, l’amour est Dieu, puisque ‘Dieu est  amour’ (I 10. 4,8.16). Donc, celui qui aime son frere, aime Dieu”,  191) /n Epistolam Toannis, tr. 9,10 (ML 35,2052).  198 Zbid . S70aıme rere, aıme necessaırement l’amour. Or, |’amour est Dieu pulsque '‘ Dieu 08
amoaour‘ ( 106 Donc, celu! quı aıme S rere. aıme [Dieu’”.

In Epistolam Toannis, ir 9,10 (ML 35,2052).
102) !bid., ir 5\
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went ookıng for A object for love, for OVEe: love ( amans amare }
103)_ The love of love ere envisaged by Augustine 1s obvıously that

of ustful lovıng bent only 1ts OW pleasure, OL, at least, of eing in
love ıth the feelıng of eıng In OVve Well VeCI LWENLY later, ıIn hıs
Commentar psalm 146 he 1l] insıst that should hold such love ın
abhorrence for it 18 intent upON what oug noOot be OVve Sınce ıt 1S
iıdentical]l ıth that CONCupIScCeENCE by 1C the flesh War agamınst
the spiırıt, thıs love of ustful lovıng should be hated27). Nonetheless,
lascıvy1o0us wantfon lovıng Caln dıisclose somethıng of the STITUCLUre CVCnNn of
the hıghest forms of love. 1 return for moment Book of De
I rıniıtate

But OoOve 1S of OINCONMNC who loves, and wıth Oove something 1S
OVEel See then, there AdIc these three the PCISON who loves, and
hat 1S OVEe: and Ove Therefore, what 18 love but ıfe of kınd
that unıtes OT seeks tO unıte L[WO beings, namely, the ONeC wh loves
and hat 1C 1S loved? And thıs 1S CVCMN In outward and carnal
loves. But that MaYy TIn al and clearer SOUTCC, let us
tread OoOWn the flesh and ascend the ratıonal soul. What O€Ss the
ratıiıonal soul love In frıend but the ratıional soul? ere. then, also
AIC these three the PCIrSON wh loves, and hat 15 OoVve and Oove
remaılns CVCN hıgher and seek those thıngs C ATC
above. insofar dS it 1s gıven human beings do S0
All love, therefore, fifrom the lowest, outward and carnal {orms,

hrough the hıgher form of frıendship, the most elevated love it 15
g1ven human beings {ind, manıfests thıs trıpartıte StIrucCcture
ef quod AMAaTUrF, el amor  106). In Sermo 34 Augustine quolLes the CAdsSC of

103) Confessiones 3.1.:1 (Skutella SEL 33/1,43 32,683) ° Venı Carthagınem,
el cırcumstrepebat undıque sartago flagıt10sorum Nondum amabam ef
amabam78  R. Canning  went looking for an object for my love, for I loved to love (amans amare)  .”103). The love of love here envisaged by Augustine is obviously that  of lustful loving bent only on its own pleasure, or, at least, of being in  love with the feeling of being in love. Well over twenty years later, in his  commentary on psalm 118, he will insist that we should hold such love in  abhorrence for it is intent upon what ought not to be loved. Since it is  identical with that concupiscence by which the flesh wages war against  the spirit, this love of lustful loving should be hated!°*). Nonetheless,  lascivious wanton loving can disclose something of the structure even of  the highest forms of love. To return for a moment to Book 8 of De  Trinitate :  But love is of someone who loves, and with love something is  loved. See then, there are these three: the person who loves, and  what is loved, and love. Therefore, what is love but a life of a kind  that unites or seeks to unite two beings, namely, the one who loves  and that which is loved? And this is so even in outward and carnal  loves. But that we may drink at a purer and clearer source, let us  tread down the flesh and ascend to the rational soul. What does the  rational soul love in a friend but the rational soul? There, then, also  are these three: the person who loves, and what is loved, and love. It  remains to mount up even higher and to seek those things which are  above, insofar as it is given to human beings to do so!°5).  All love, therefore, from the lowest, outward and carnal forms,  through the higher form of friendship, to the most elevated love it is  given to human beings to find, manifests this tripartite structure: amans,  et quod amatur, et amor*°°). In Sermo 34 Augustine quotes the case of a  103) Confessiones 3,1,1 (Skutella 36. CSEL 33/1,43. ML 32,683): “Veni Carthaginem,  et circumstrepebat me undique sartago flagitiosorum amorum. Nondum amabam et amare  amabam ... Quaerebam quid amarem, amans amare ...”.  104) En. in ps. 118, sermo 8,4 (CC 40,1688. ML 37,1521): ‘“... sicut odio habenda est  dilectio qua diligitur quod diligi non oportet? Odio quippe habemus concupiscentiam  nostram qua caro concupiscit adversus spiritum; et quid est ista concupiscentia, nisi mala  dilectio?”.  105) De Trinitate 8,10,14 (CC 50,290-291. ML 42,960): “Amor autem alicuius  amantis est, et amore aliquid amatur. Ecce tria sunt : amans, et quod amatur, et amor. Quid  est ergo amor, nisi quaedam vita duo aliqua copulans, vel copulari appetens, amantem  scilicet, et quod amatur? Et hoc etiam in extremis carnalibusque amoribus ita est. Sed ut  aliquid purius et liquidius hauriamus, calcata carne ascendamus ad animum. Quid amat  amicus in amico, nisi animum? Et illic igitur tria sunt: amans, et quod amatur, et amor.  Restat etiam hinc ascendere, et superius ista quaerere, quantum homini datur”.  106) This triad forms one of the eight images of the Trinity brought forth ' by  Augustine in Books 8-15 of De Trinitate. On this point, see the note of F. Cayre in (Euvres  de saint Augustin (Bibliotheque Augustinienne, 16), p.586-588. ‘ Amans, et quod amatur, etQuaerebam quıd AINaICH),78  R. Canning  went looking for an object for my love, for I loved to love (amans amare)  .”103). The love of love here envisaged by Augustine is obviously that  of lustful loving bent only on its own pleasure, or, at least, of being in  love with the feeling of being in love. Well over twenty years later, in his  commentary on psalm 118, he will insist that we should hold such love in  abhorrence for it is intent upon what ought not to be loved. Since it is  identical with that concupiscence by which the flesh wages war against  the spirit, this love of lustful loving should be hated!°*). Nonetheless,  lascivious wanton loving can disclose something of the structure even of  the highest forms of love. To return for a moment to Book 8 of De  Trinitate :  But love is of someone who loves, and with love something is  loved. See then, there are these three: the person who loves, and  what is loved, and love. Therefore, what is love but a life of a kind  that unites or seeks to unite two beings, namely, the one who loves  and that which is loved? And this is so even in outward and carnal  loves. But that we may drink at a purer and clearer source, let us  tread down the flesh and ascend to the rational soul. What does the  rational soul love in a friend but the rational soul? There, then, also  are these three: the person who loves, and what is loved, and love. It  remains to mount up even higher and to seek those things which are  above, insofar as it is given to human beings to do so!°5).  All love, therefore, from the lowest, outward and carnal forms,  through the higher form of friendship, to the most elevated love it is  given to human beings to find, manifests this tripartite structure: amans,  et quod amatur, et amor*°°). In Sermo 34 Augustine quotes the case of a  103) Confessiones 3,1,1 (Skutella 36. CSEL 33/1,43. ML 32,683): “Veni Carthaginem,  et circumstrepebat me undique sartago flagitiosorum amorum. Nondum amabam et amare  amabam ... Quaerebam quid amarem, amans amare ...”.  104) En. in ps. 118, sermo 8,4 (CC 40,1688. ML 37,1521): ‘“... sicut odio habenda est  dilectio qua diligitur quod diligi non oportet? Odio quippe habemus concupiscentiam  nostram qua caro concupiscit adversus spiritum; et quid est ista concupiscentia, nisi mala  dilectio?”.  105) De Trinitate 8,10,14 (CC 50,290-291. ML 42,960): “Amor autem alicuius  amantis est, et amore aliquid amatur. Ecce tria sunt : amans, et quod amatur, et amor. Quid  est ergo amor, nisi quaedam vita duo aliqua copulans, vel copulari appetens, amantem  scilicet, et quod amatur? Et hoc etiam in extremis carnalibusque amoribus ita est. Sed ut  aliquid purius et liquidius hauriamus, calcata carne ascendamus ad animum. Quid amat  amicus in amico, nisi animum? Et illic igitur tria sunt: amans, et quod amatur, et amor.  Restat etiam hinc ascendere, et superius ista quaerere, quantum homini datur”.  106) This triad forms one of the eight images of the Trinity brought forth ' by  Augustine in Books 8-15 of De Trinitate. On this point, see the note of F. Cayre in (Euvres  de saint Augustin (Bibliotheque Augustinienne, 16), p.586-588. ‘ Amans, et quod amatur, et104) En IN 118, S, (CC 40,1688 37.1921): A  z sicut dıo habenda est
dılecti0 UQJua dılıgıtur quod ılıgı NO  — oportet ? dıo quıppe habemus concupıscentiam
nOostram qua aTO concupıiıscıt adversus spırıtum ; el quıd est ista concupiscentia, 1S1 mala
dılecti10 nr

105) De Trinitate y  y (CC- 42,960) "Amor au alıcumus
amantıs est, ei alıquıd amatur. Ecce trıa sunt$ei quod amatur, ei INOTL. Quıid
est CIRO AaInNOT, 1S1 quaedam ıta duo alıqua copulans, vel copuları ens, amantem
scılıcet, ei quod amatur? Et hoc et1am 1n extremis carnalıbusque amorıbus ıta est Sed ut

alıquıd purıus ei lıquıidıus haurl1amus, alcata AIn ascendamus ad anımum. Quıid mat
aMI1CUS In amıco, 1S1 anımum ? Et 1C igıtur trıa sunt9 ei quod amatur, ei INOTL.

Restat et1am 1NC ascendere, et super1us ista, quantum homıiını atu  27
106) hıs trıad forms ONe of the eıght images of the Irmıity brought forth by

Augustine In 00O0. RS of De Irinitate. On thıs point, SCC the ote of ayre In (Euvres
de saınt ugustin (Bıblıotheque Augustinienne, 16), p.586-588. ‘‘Amans, ei quod amatur, ei
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person who, educed Dy the beauty of another’s DOdy, loves lascıv1ously
and unchastely. At the SdaIlnlec tıme, however, hıs PCISON ınwardly Intus )
amor’”’, which OCCUTS for the 1IrS! time ere the end of Book &, 15 prepare: for by the
statement of Irınıtarıan faıth In De T rinitate (GCC 42,928) “°Et 1deo NO  -

amplıus QUamı trıa sunt 1N1US ılıgens CUuU quı de 1lo est, ei NUuUs dılıgens CU de qUO est, et
1psa dılecti0”. In the final book of De Irinitate, Augustine concludes H1s SUMIMATY of ook
S, ..  et DCTI carıtatem, qUaC in scr1pturıs sanctıs eus dıcta CSst, DCI QUalll coepit utcumque
et1am rinıtas intellegentibus5sıcut sSsunt ei quod amatur, ei MOT  2 5333
(GE 0A,465 42,1060). 3 Iso P  z (LE 50A, 472 42,1064). In m  ' it

that Augustine envisaged the Trmıty comıng lıght gradually ın inter-personal
relatıonships, specıfically In that of frıendshiıp: “Quiıid mat aMICUSs in amıco, 1851 anımum ?
Et ıllıc ıgıtur trıa sunt9 ei quod amatur, ei mMOr  7 (e. 42,960) It 15 NOT
entirely clear hOow thıs 1S be elated the undertakıng of 8,8, r (CC 42,958)
“"Immo CIO vides trınıtatem, S1 carıtatem vides. Sed commonebo, S1 poteTro, ut videre te
videas X  S Is ıt In the “amans, ef quod amatur, ei MOr  z of inter-personal relatıonshıps
that the Trmity 1s SCCH, Just In the love ıtself wıth which ONMNC loves ne’s  . Tother In
Aı (CC 1-26 42,943) the Father, Son and Holy Spirıt A1C called ree DCISONS
ın the SaJmne WaY that speak of ree friends ree neıghbours ree relatıves, LE
quod sınt ad Invicem, 10 quod unusqulisque sıt ad 1psum’”. In OIlC' thıs
WOU suggest that the former 15 the CasCc, 1.e the Trmity 15 SCCMH ın the inter-personal love
expressed In ”amans, eft quod amatur, ei amor’’; and, indeed, al eas thırteen times
between 409 and 428, In Contexts outsıde De I rinitate, Augustine daIgUCS from eccles1ial
unıty, ıllustrated Dy cts 437 (“erat 1S anıma unNna el COI unum  C the greater unıty of
the Trmıity. Human inter-personal communıty thereby functions image of the Trinity.
See TIractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 39,5 (CC /-3 35,1684). On thıs argument,
SCC Nedoncelle, “L/’ınter-subjectivite humaıne st-elle POUTI saınt ugustın uUun«c image de
la Trmite?” In Augustinus agister arls, 595-602, 595-596; and, In greater depth,

du ROy, ““L/’experience de l amour ei l’ıntellıgence de la fO1 trinıtaire selon saınt
Augustın ın Recherches Augustiniennes, Hommage Fulbert ayre, Volume IL,
(Parıs, 5-445, 472875 Conversely, In De I rinitate 657 (CC 42,928)
Augustine from Irmitarıan unıty the loving human community which chares ıIn
the Irmitarıan ıfe Dy 5 the unıfyıng gıft of the Holy Spirıt ..  sed SUO propri0 (dono)
servanltes unıtatem SpIFIIuS IN vinculo DACIS (Eph 4.3) Quod imıtarı pCI gratiam, ef ad eum

ad 1 0OS 1DSOS iıubemurThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  79  person who, seduced by the beauty of another’s body, loves lasciviously  and unchastely. At the same time, however, this person inwardly (intus)  amor”, which occurs for the first time here at the end of Book 8, is prepared for by the  statement of Trinitarian faith in De Trinitate 6,5,7 (CC 50,236. ML 42,928): “Et ideo non  amplius quam tria sunt : unus diligens eum quıi de illo est, et unus diligens eum de quo est, et  ipsa dilectio”. In the final book of De Trinitate, Augustine concludes his summary of Book  8, “et per caritatem, quae in scripturis sanctis deus dicta est, per quam coepit utcumque  etiam trinitas intellegentibus apparere, sicut sunt amans, et quod amatur, et amor”’: 15,3,5  (CC 50A,465. ML 42,1060). Cf. also 15,6,10 (CC 50A, 472. ML 42,1064). In 8,10,14 it  seems that Augustine envisaged the Trinity coming to light gradually in inter-personal  relationships, specifically in that of friendship: ‘Quid amat amicus in amico, nisi aniımum?  Et illic igitur tria sunt : amans, et quod amatur, et amor”” (CC 50,291. ML 42,960). It is not  entirely clear how this is to be related to the undertaking of 8,8,12 (CC 50,287. ML 42,958):  “Immo vero vides trinitatem, si caritatem vides. Sed commonebo, si potero, ut videre te  videas ...”. Is it in the “amans, et quod amatur, et amor” of inter-personal relationships  that the Trinity is seen, or just in the love itself with which one loves one’s brother? In  7,6,11 (CC 50,261-262. ML 42,943) the Father, Son and Holy Spirit are called three persons  in the same way that we speak of three friends or three neighbours or three relatives, i.e.  ‘“quod sint ad invicem, non quod unusquisque eorum sit ad se ipsum”. In one sense, this  would suggest that the former is the case, i.e. the Trinity is seen in the inter-personal love  expressed in ‘amans, et quod amatur, et amor”’; and, indeed, at least thirteen times  between 409 and 428, in contexts outside De Trinitate, Augustine argues from ecclesial  unity, illustrated by Acts 4.32 (“erat illis anima una et cor unum”), to the greater unity of  the Trinity. Human inter-personal community thereby functions as an image of the Trinity.  See Tractatus in Evangelium TIoannis 39,5 (CC 36,347-348. ML 35,1684). On this argument,  see M. Nedoncelle, ‘“L’inter-subjectivite humaine est-elle pour saint Augustin une image de  la Trinit6?” in Augustinus Magister (Paris, 1954) 595-602, p. 595-596; and, in greater depth,  J.B. du Roy, “L’experience de l’amour et l’intelligence de la foi trinitaire selon saint  Augustin”” in Recherches Augustiniennes, Hommage au R.P. Fulbert Cayre, Volume II,  (Paris, 1962) 415-445, p. 422-425. Conversely, in De Trinitate 6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928)  Augustine moves from Trinitarian unity to the loving human community which shares in  the Trinitarian life by grace, the unifying gift of the Holy Spirit: “sed suo proprio (dono)  servantes unitatem spiritus in vinculo pacis (Eph. 4.3). Quod imitari per gratiam, et ad deum  et ad nos ipsos iubemur ... quia ipsius (dei) munere inter nos unum; cum illo autem unus  spiritus (1 Cor. 6.17), quia agglutinatur anima nostra post eum”’. In De Trinitate 9,4,6,  however, Augustine points to a weakness of human inter-subjectivity which diminishes its  effectiveness as an image of the unity of the Trinity. People who have been friends may  cease to be so: “... non tamen sicut amici homines possunt seorsum esse ab invicem, sic  amans et amor, aut sciens et scientia ... verumtamen fieri potest ut amicus amicum etiam  odisse incipiat, et eo ipso amicus esse desinat, nesciente illo, et adhuc amante” : (CC 50,298.  ML 42,964). Perhaps for the very reason that friendship may be unstable, Augustine, in De  Trinitate 6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928), while not rejecting ‘“amicitia’”” as a way of speaking  of the gift which unites Father and Son, and which makes human beings one in union with  them, nevertheless finds ‘caritas’”’ more appropriate. In Book 9, however, the search for  Trinitarian images moves from the domain of interpersonal relationships to the conscious  life of the human subject. De Trinitate 9,2,2 (CC 50,294-295. ML 42,961-962) marks the  beginning of this shift: ‘“Tria ergo sunt: amans, et quod amatur, et amor. Quid, si non  amem nisi me ipsum? Nonne duo erunt : quod amo et amor?”. By 9,4,4 (CC 50,296. ML  42,963), with the introduction of the elements of the intellectual soul and knowledge, a new  intra-subjective tripartite structure has emerged: ‘Ipsa igitur mens et amor et notitia eius  tria quaedam sunt, et haec tria unum sunt, et cum perfecta sunt, aequalia sunt”.quıa 1DS1US e1 INUNEGETC inter N OS unNnum, CUu Jlo autem NUSs

Spirttus COTr. 6.17), qula agglutinatur anıma nOosira pDOst eum In De Irıniıtate 9!4’6,
however, Augustine pomlnts weakness of human inter-subjectivity which dımınıshes ıts
effectıveness image of the unıty of the Trinity. People who ave een frıiends mMaYy

be ö NO  —_ amen sıcut aMI1CI homiınes pOossunt SCOTITSUMmm SSC ab Invicem, SIC
ei AIn OT, aut SscCcIeNs ei scientia .. erumtamen fıer1 potest ut aMICUS amıcum et1am

odısse inc1plat, ei 1DSO aMICUS SSC desinat, nesciente ıllo, ei adhuc amante” (GCC
42,964) Perhaps for the V [CAdSOIl that frıendshıip mMmaYy be unstable, Augustine, in De

I rinitate .37 16 42,928), whıle not rejecting “amıcıtia ” WaYy of speakıng
of the gıft which unıtes Father and 50n, and IC makes human beings ONeC ıIn unıon ıth
them, neve  eless 1N! “carıtas” INOIC appropriate. In Book 9, however, the search for
Irınıtarıan images f{rom the domaın of interpersonal relatıonshıps the CONSCIOUS
ıfe of the human subject. De Irinitate 9,2,2 {6@S 42,961-962) marks the
beginnıng of thıs <hıft “a CI SO sunt 9 quod amatur, INOTL. Quid, SI NO
Inem 1S1 ıpsum? Nonne duo erunt quod AIl et amor ?”. By 9,4,4 (CC
42,963), ıth the introduction of the elements of the intellectua soul and knowledge, 11C  S

intra-subjective trıpartıte structure has emerged: “Ipsa ıgıtur INCNS ei 399(0)8 el notitıa 1US
trıa quaedam sunt, ei aecC trıa 1NUum sun(t, ef Cu perfecta sunt, aequalıa sunt”.



Cannıng

desıres to ave hıs love recıprocated. H: the CONLrary, he discovers
that hıs beloved hates hım, hıs passıon for the physıca beauty of the
other ıll cool. But 1$ it nOoTt the SAaInec bodıly form Dy which he Was ONCC

enchanted which NO repels hım? The lover, however. whıle impassıoned
for the beautıful body that he SdaW, also made heart-felt demands for
somethıng that he dıd not SC}  ® “If, in fact, he NECW that he Was OVEe in
return, hOow much INOIC ardently WOU he be inflamed? The beloved SCCS

the lover, the lover SCCS the beloved, ONC SCCS love; and yel thıs V
love, ; ( 1s nOot SCCHL, 1S oved’” 107)_ The scheme 18 sımılar that of De
I rinitate, Book the lover, the beloved, and love ıtself which, whıle
unscCCH, 1s nonetheless OVEe!l nwardly and from the heart (Intus, de
corde) Augustine o€es not make clear in Sermo whether thıs inner
desıire 15 for love that 1s worthy, OTr whether perhaps ıt from STl
ustful heart and dıstorted interlorıty. Whatever ıt belong C
however, the threesome, el quod AMAaltur, el UuMOr ema1ıns. FOoTr,
what notice in the lower forms'of lovıng Can help dıscern hat
MaYy be OoOun in the hıgher ONCS IN inferLOriDus attendamus, quod IN
superioribus INVENLAMUS.

It 1s of worthy love Augustine 1s speakıng, however, when he asks In
quaestio 35 whether love ıtself 1s also LO be oVve and ANSWETIS that only
the love OVe for 1ts OW sake 1S rightly sa1d tO be Oove nd
consequently, whatever Cal be taken AdWdYy from endurıng and frultive
love oUg noTt be OVEe: Isn’t the only love that should be OoVve the ONC

whose object cCannot poss1bly be missıng when it 18 loved?””4929). What
thıs aMOUNLTS LO 1s that only frui-love for the eternal INaYy really be OVEe':
for itself alone. The kınd of lovıng which enthralled Augustine when he
first Came Carthage 1s certamly exciude: here: 4S 1s the inner, uUunsecenN

love 26 the impassıoned lover desiıred ave recıprocated Dy hıs
comely beloved At least [WO from the Confessiones take the lıne
of quaest1o 35 ""FOTr love of yYOUIL love (amore AMOFLS {uT) retrace

IN Y wıcked WaYyS > 109) Sınce Augustine In the previ1ous had

107) Sermo 34,4 (Ce 38,21 1) “*l CIO Cognoscat quıla ViIC1SSIımM amatur,
quomodo vehementius inardescıt ? Vıdet ]la ıllum, V1 Jle ıllam, ATINOTICII CINO det ef
am ! 1pse amatur quı NO  — videtur’”.

108) De Diversıis Quaestionibus 8 E 331 (CC 50-51 40,23-24): n
INOT qUOqUC 1pse amandus est*80  R. Canning  desires to have his love reciprocated. If, on the contrary, he discovers  that his beloved hates him, his passion for the physical beauty of the  other will cool. But is it not the same bodily form by which he was once  enchanted which now repels him? The lover, however, while impassioned  for the beautiful body that he saw, also made heart-felt demands for  something that he did not see. “If, in fact, he knew that he was loved in  return, how much more ardently would he be inflamed? The beloved sees  the lover, the lover sees the beloved, no one sees love; and yet this very  love, which is not seen, is loved””1°7). The scheme is similar to that of De  Trinitate, Book 8: the lover, the beloved, and love itself which, while  unseen, is nonetheless loved inwardly and from the heart (intus, de  corde). Augustine does not make clear in Sermo 34 whether this inner  desire is for a love that is worthy, or whether perhaps it stems from a still  lustful heart and distorted interiority. Whatever genre it belong to,  however, the threesome amans, et quod amatur, et amor remains. For,  what we notice in the lower forms'of loving can help us to discern what  may be found in the higher ones: ... in inferioribus attendamus, quod in  superioribus inveniamus.  It is of worthy love Augustine is speaking, however, when he asks in  quaestio 35 whether love itself is also to be loved, and answers that only  the love loved for its own sake is rightly said to be loved. ‘“And  consequently, whatever can be taken away from an enduring and fruitive  love ought not to be loved. Isn’t the only love that should be loved the one  whose object cannot possibly be missing when it is loved?””!°8). What  this amounts to is that only frui-love for the eternal may really be loved  for itself alone. The kind of loving which enthralled Augustine when he  first came to Carthage is certainly excluded here, as is the inner, unseen  love which the impassioned lover desired to have reciprocated by his  comely beloved. At least two texts from the Confessiones take up the line  of quaestio 35: “For love of your love (amore amoris tui) I shall retrace  my wicked ways ...’”!°?). Since Augustine in the previous sentence had  107) Sermo 34,4 (CC 41,425. ML 38,211): “Si vero cognoscat quia vicissim amatur,  quomodo vehementius inardescit? Videt illa illum, videt ille illam, amorem nemo videt: et  tamen ipse amatur qui non videtur”.  108) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 35,1 (CC 44A, 50-51. ML 40,23-24): “*... an  amor quoque ipse amandus est? ... Nihil enim aliud est amare, quam propter se ipsam rem  aliquam appetere  . Et ideo non amandum est, quod manenti et fruenti amori auferri  potest. Cuius ergo rei amor amandus est, nisi eius quae non potest deesse dum amatur?””.  109) Confessiones 2,1,1 (Skutella 25. CSEL 33/1,29. ML 32,675): “Amore amoris tui  facis istuc, recolens vias meas nequissimas ...”Nıhıl nım AalIUu: est 'g qUam propter 1psam Tem

alıquam Et 1ıdeo NO  - amandum est, quod manent! ef fruent1 MOoOTI auferrI1
potest. Culus CIgO rel INOT amandus est, 1S1 1US JUaC NO potest deesse dum amatur ?”.

109) Confessiones Z (Skutella HAu SELA 32,675) * Amore amoTIS tul
facıs istuc, recolens 1as 111CcCaASs nequlissımas
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stated that he intended do thıs nOot for the wıcked WAaYS themselves, but
that he mıg Ove God, AT Justified ın understandıng "amoOre

AMOTLS ful  27 in the of ‘for Augustine’s Ove of love”. Thıs
woul also be the meanıng of the expression iın Book where he wrıtes :
“I ave saı1d before, and Sa Y it agaln, that wriıte thıs book for love
of VOUT OVve  29 110)l

Thus, Su briefly, for quaestio 35 frul-love for the eternal 1s
be OoVe ıle the Confessiones wıtness love of love. galn,
INOTIC than [wenLY later, the commenta: psalm 118 that
“the ove by 1C what oug be OVEe 1S OVEe': should ıtself also be
oved’” 111). The Latın readıng Augustine had of Ps 118 1IC 15
rendered Dy d modern version ..  mY soul 1s wıth incessant
ongıng for YOUT rulıngs””, INOTEC than lıkely prompte hım refer agaın

‘love of love  > Concupivit Aanıma Med desiderare Justificationes [UAS INn
OMNL lempore. On the basıs of thıs version he Can conclude that the g00d
ove 1C should be OVEe': 1s equlvalent that ““COoncupiscence ” Dy
IC OUT spirıt WarTr agaınst the flesh 12) But ıt 1s also equlvalent

the love prescribed Dy the double commandment 10 the
earth INa Yy NnOT be hıdden from hım (cf. Ps 119,19) Therefore,

the ove 1C 1S OoVve 1S that of both God and the ne1ghbour, that
i 1S the sole OT princıpal requırement of the commandment. The
““CONcupiscence ” of OUT spırıt agaılnst the flesh 1s SCCIH AS OUI Orlentatıon
towards fulfiıllıng thıs double commandment and such praısewo  Y
““concupiscence” 18 therefore be löved**).

Closer ıIn time Book of De Trinitate 1s the COomMmentary
John, 1ın the seventh of 1C read that it 1s precıisely hrough
ove that all else 1s OVEe: properly. How WO of love then 1s thıs love
itself ! Further in the Samne TaAaC it becomes quıte clear 1C love
Augustine has in mınd.

110) Ibid., RE (Skutella 263 SEL 33/1,280. 32,809) "Iam 1X1 ei dıcam :
amoTrTIs tul facıo istuc”.

lll) En In 118, S, CC 40,1688 SE LIZU - quod dılıgenda sit
et1am 1psa ıllect10 quUa dılıgıtur quod dılıgı oportet ®

12) Ibid. °°Ht dılıgimus concupiscentiam nOostram qua spirıtus concupiscıt adversus
CaINecM ; et quıd est ista concupiscentia, 1S1 ona dilecti10 ?”.

113) En In 118, 8,3 (CC 40,1686-168 / 4 193207 “Quıu autem
dıliıgendo dılıgıtur, S1 1psa dılecti10 NO dılıgıtur? nde Consequen(itier iste incola in erra, GCGu
de]l mandata sıbı absconderentur Orassel, ın quıbus ılect10 praecıpitur vel sola ve]l
maxime;: ei 1DS1US dılection1s dılectionem ve habere proclamat, dicens: Concupivit
anıma Mea desiderare iustificationes [UAS INn MN tempore. Laudabiılıs est ista concupiscentia,
NOn damnabılıs””.

ll4) In Epistolam Toannis, Ir. Y (ML 35,2030): “"Qua charıtate lit ut caetera ene
amen(Ttur, 1psa quomodo amanda 5 N



Canning

No ONC Can SdYy what kınd of face ove has, 0)8 what ıts form OT
tature IS; 0)48 what ıts an and feet ATIC ıke Yet ove has feet; for
lovıng feet rıng us tO the church Oove has ands, for lovıng an:
reach out the DOOT OVve has CYCS, for lovıng CYCS SCC 16 of
OUT fellow human beings ATC In eed essed the PCISON wh takes
CaIic of the destitute and the pDOoOr ” (Ps Ove has CaIs, for the
Lord 5Sday>S “He wh has CAalIs hear, let hım ear  39 (Lk 8.8) 1s of
COUISC noTt matter of dıstinct localısed OTgans, but the PCISON wh
loves has the perception SCC the ole al ONC time. we In OVve
and yOU ıll be wel iın by (E: remaın ın ove and ıt 111 remaın In
you115)
The OVve that brings us the church, that percelves the need of the

DOOTI and reaches Oout them, that 1S able lısten tO God and the
ne1ghbour: thıs 1s the love I© Dy OUT lovıng and wellıng In it, ll
remaın wellıng ın us Of thıs love, 1C 1S worthy be OVEe' and
IC 1S concretised ere argely in of ove of ne1ghbour, Augustine
has lready stated that ıt 1S God, because it from Go0od and because
in it INAaY discern the Holy Spiırıt wh Outft ove In OUI hearts 116).
Sımıilarly the procedure he adopts In De I rinitate 612 of appealıng

the authorıty of the Apostle John In relatıon 1n 48 (“G d 1s
love”), Augustine ıIn In Epistolam Toannıs SS the canonicıty and
unıversal reception of thıs jetter.**’), ASs ıf he antıcıpated that eye-brows
WOUuU be raısed when he laımed that °l9ove 1S Go We IMNaYy then
conclude provısıonally that partıcularly of the commentar
In reveals sStırong affınıtıes wıth the Passagc ave quoted above from
De T rinitate &512 18) and especılally wıth lIınes 10-20, the Key sentences

115) Ibid., ir. 7,10 (ML 35,2034): “Qualem facıem dilectio? qualem formam
habet? qualem staturam habet? quales pedes habet? quales habet? CINO potest
dicere. amen pedes, 9928 1DSs1 ducunt ad Ecclesiam ; Na 1psae pauperI1
porrigunt ; habet OCulos, Na inde intellıgıtur lle quı egeltl Beatus Inquit qul intelligit D:
ESCHUM el (Ps 41.2) Habet u de quıbus 1C1 OMINUS : Qui habet
audiendi, audiat (Lk 5.5) Non Sunt membra dıstincta pCTI 10COS, sed intellectu siımul
videt quı habet charıtatem. Habıta, ei inhabıtaberis; INanNdc, ei manebiıtur In te  :r

16) Ibid., et. 7,6 (ML 335  - ”7 Fılıus Deus, el Spirıtus Sanctus Deus, ei lle
dılıgıt in qUO habıtat Spirıtus Sanctus CI O dılect10 Deus esLt; sed Deus qula Deo
Quia CLU dıcıt Apostolus: Charitas Dei iffusa es!t In cordibus NOSIFLS DEr Spiritum Sanctum
qul datus es!t nobis (Rom 5,5); intellıgamus ın dılectione Spirıtum Sanctum SsSE  Cal

117) Ibid., U Ü (ML 352051}
118) Accordıing i La Bonnardıere, Recherches de chronologie augustinienne,

Parıs, 1965, 5 E In Epistolam Toannıs ates from the spring of 407 On the er
hand, it 15 probable that €eas| roug 1rS' redactiıon of Book of De Trinitate had een
completed by the second half of 405, Just VT YCal beforehand. Whiıch ıf anı y
emendatıons werTe made the PDassdarpc of De T rinitate of interest before the work WdsSs
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of which ATC °“"These words (LE JIn 4.7-8) cSshow sufficıently and learly
that thıs Same brotherly OVve ıtselfThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  83  of which are: “These words (i.e. 1 Jn. 4.7-8) show sufficiently and clearly  that this same brotherly love itself ... not only comes ‘“from God” but  also is God ... Therefore, when we love our brother from love, we love  our brother from God; nor can it be that we do not love in a particular  and distinctive way (praecipue) the same love with which we love our  brother”. The love loved is, as in In Epistolam Ioannis, the love with  which we love our brethren.  2. The ‘“praecipue”” of ‘whoever loves his brethren loves, in a partic-  ular and distinctive way (praecipue), love itself”  The major premiss of Dideberg’s syllogistic representation of  Augustine’s argument is: ‘“He who loves his brother necessarily loves  love”. This reflects well the statement of In Epistolam IToannis 9,10:  “ Necesse est qui diligis fratrem, diligas ipsam dilectionem”’. But, when we  come to Book 8 of De Trinitate, it becomes imperative to notice in  similar contexts the frequent occurrence of the adverb ‘“praecipue ” which  is not present in the tracts on the first letter of John. We have been able  to find the following five explicit and implicit instances:  a. *... Qui proximum diligit consequens est ut ipsum praecipue  dilectionem diligat  66  ” 119)'  b  nec fieri potest ut eandem dilectionem non praecipue  diligamus qua fratrem diligimus ... dilectionem autem necesse est  diligat qui diligit fratrem  ” 120).  C  .  magis enim novit dilectionem qua diligit quam fratrem  quem diligit” *?2):  d. “Homo ergo qui creditur iustus, ex ea forma et veritate  diligitur, quam cernit et intellegit apud se ille qui diligit; ipsa vero  forma et veritas non est quomodo aliunde diligatur  ’ 122)'  e. “Et nisi hanc formam, quam semper stabilem atque incom-  mutabilem cernimus, praecipue diligeremus, non ideo diligeremus  illum, quia eius vitam, cum in carne viveret, huic formae coaptatam  et congruentem fuisse fide retinemus  »” 123)‘  The expressions (a) and (b) are virtually the same: in loving others it  eventually published as a whole in mid-419, it is beyond our competence to judge. On the  dating and history of composition of De Trinitate, see the note of E. Hendrikx in Euvres de  saint Augustin (Bibliotheque Augustinienne, 15), p.:557-566.  119) De Trinitate 8,7,10 (CC 50,285. ML 42,957).  120) Jbid., 8;8,12 (CC 50,288. ML 42,958).  121) Jbid., (CC 50,286. ML 42,957).  122) "Zbid., 8,6/9 (CC 50,283. ML 42,956).  123) Jbid., 8,9,13 (CC 50,290. ML 42,959-960).noTt only AA God” but
also 1S GodThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  83  of which are: “These words (i.e. 1 Jn. 4.7-8) show sufficiently and clearly  that this same brotherly love itself ... not only comes ‘“from God” but  also is God ... Therefore, when we love our brother from love, we love  our brother from God; nor can it be that we do not love in a particular  and distinctive way (praecipue) the same love with which we love our  brother”. The love loved is, as in In Epistolam Ioannis, the love with  which we love our brethren.  2. The ‘“praecipue”” of ‘whoever loves his brethren loves, in a partic-  ular and distinctive way (praecipue), love itself”  The major premiss of Dideberg’s syllogistic representation of  Augustine’s argument is: ‘“He who loves his brother necessarily loves  love”. This reflects well the statement of In Epistolam IToannis 9,10:  “ Necesse est qui diligis fratrem, diligas ipsam dilectionem”’. But, when we  come to Book 8 of De Trinitate, it becomes imperative to notice in  similar contexts the frequent occurrence of the adverb ‘“praecipue ” which  is not present in the tracts on the first letter of John. We have been able  to find the following five explicit and implicit instances:  a. *... Qui proximum diligit consequens est ut ipsum praecipue  dilectionem diligat  66  ” 119)'  b  nec fieri potest ut eandem dilectionem non praecipue  diligamus qua fratrem diligimus ... dilectionem autem necesse est  diligat qui diligit fratrem  ” 120).  C  .  magis enim novit dilectionem qua diligit quam fratrem  quem diligit” *?2):  d. “Homo ergo qui creditur iustus, ex ea forma et veritate  diligitur, quam cernit et intellegit apud se ille qui diligit; ipsa vero  forma et veritas non est quomodo aliunde diligatur  ’ 122)'  e. “Et nisi hanc formam, quam semper stabilem atque incom-  mutabilem cernimus, praecipue diligeremus, non ideo diligeremus  illum, quia eius vitam, cum in carne viveret, huic formae coaptatam  et congruentem fuisse fide retinemus  »” 123)‘  The expressions (a) and (b) are virtually the same: in loving others it  eventually published as a whole in mid-419, it is beyond our competence to judge. On the  dating and history of composition of De Trinitate, see the note of E. Hendrikx in Euvres de  saint Augustin (Bibliotheque Augustinienne, 15), p.:557-566.  119) De Trinitate 8,7,10 (CC 50,285. ML 42,957).  120) Jbid., 8;8,12 (CC 50,288. ML 42,958).  121) Jbid., (CC 50,286. ML 42,957).  122) "Zbid., 8,6/9 (CC 50,283. ML 42,956).  123) Jbid., 8,9,13 (CC 50,290. ML 42,959-960).Therefore., when ove OUT brother from love, Oove
OUT brother from God: NOT Can ıt be that do nOoTt love ın partıcular
and distinetive WdYy ( praecipue the Same OVve wıth which love OUT

brother’. The love OVEe': 1S. d in In Epistolam Toannıs, the Ove wıth
1C ove OUT brethren.

The ““praecipue of °‘whoever loves his hrethren loves. IN partic-
ular and distinctive WUAYV (praecipue ), love itself”

Ihe major prem1ss of Dıdeberg's syllogıstıc representation of
Augustine’s argumen 15 “He who loves hıs brother necessarıly loves
Oove  7 hıs reflects ell the statement of In Epistolam Toannıs 9,10
“ Necesse es!i quı dılıgıs fratrem, dılıgas 1psam dılectionem . But, when
COMEC Book of De Iriniıtate, it becomes imperatıve notice In
sımılar COntieX the requent OCCHITERANCE of the adverb ““praecipue 1C
1S nOoTt present ıIn the LTraCts the first letter of John We ave een able

fiınd the followıng 1ve explıcıt and implıcıt instances:

. Quı proximum dılıgıt CONSCHUCNS est ut 1psum praecipue
dılectionem dılıgat 119)'

NC fıer1 potest ut eandem dılectionem 19(8)  — praecıipue
dılızamus quUa fratrem dılıgzımus dılectionem au NECCSSC est
dılıgat quı dıligıit fratrem 120).

MAZLS enım novıt dılectionem qua dılıgıt qUamMm fratrem
qUCM dılıgıt”

H OomoO CT SO quı credıtur lustus, forma ei verıtate
dılıgıtur, qQUamı cernıt el intellegıt apud le quı dılıgıt; 1psa VeTITO

forma el verıtas HON est quomodo liunde diligatur 122).
“Et 1S1 anc formam, quam SCHILDCI stabılem InCOom-

mutabılem cern1mus, praecıipue dılıgeremus, NO  — iıdeo dılıgeremus
ıllum, qula e1us vitam, Cu 1ın vıveret, U1C formae coaptatam
el congruentem fulsse fide retinemus97 123)
The eXpress1ons (a) and (b) AaTe virtually the Same ın lovıng others it

eventually publıshed ole ın m1d-419, it 18 beyond OUT competence judge On the

datıng and hıstory of composıtıon of De Trinitate, SCC the ote of Hendrikx ın (FEuvres de
Saınt ugustin (Bibliotheque Augustinienne, 15 p.:557-566.

119) De T rinitate 8,/7,10 FG& 42,957)
120) Ibid., 8,8,12 (CC 42,958)
121) Ibid.. (CC9 42,957)
122) Ibid., 8,6,9 (CC 42,956)
123) Ibid., 8,9,13 (CC 42,959-960).
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18 fıttıng OI NCCCSSATY hat Ove OVe ıtself praecipue. The formulatıon
(C) varlıes from thıs LWO COunts novıt replaces diligit, and instead of
praecipue read MAagZIS. For (e) 1t 15 not dilectio that 1S saıd be OoVve:
when the ıfe of A g00d PDCISON such 4S the Apostle Paul seis us aflame
wıth love, but hanc formam SEMDEFr stabilem Incommutabilem,
and thıs form aTre saıd the ONeE hand percelve, and the other

love, praecipue. Note hat praecipue modiıfies diligeremus not CerNIMUuS.
Sımilarly (e) the expression (d) substitutes forma el veritate for dilectio,
and introduces the element of perception and understandıng d$S ell d
that of OVve TIhe word praecıipue ıtself 1S miıssıng here, but there 18
sStrong chance that the Samne dea 1S rendered Dy the phrase, ‘“1psa VeTO
forma el verıtas AON est quomodo aliunde diligatur ote agaın that ıt 15
the lovıng hat 1S specıfically mMOdile not the KNnowIng. Thıs form 0)8

truth, then, 1s tOo be OoVve from other SUOUTICE than iıtself. As INAaY
antıcıpate, because thıs SOUTICE ıll be ıdentified wıth (J0d himself***),
therefore the stable and unchangeable form 1S tO be OVe from other
SOUTCE than God hiımself. TOom another pomint of VIEW, however, NO  > est
quomodo aliunde diligatur g1ves evidence of kınshıp ıth the exXpressi1on
sed in relatıon LO frui-love of God wıth the ole self, VIZ propter
sSeIpSsSum. Quaestio 35 ın treatıng OVve of love, has already Iluded thıs
cContext Sed $Z propter alıia qUAE amanda SUuNnT uUumMor AMAaTUr, AON
amarı dieitur. Only the love 1C Cannot be taken AdWAaVYV from frui 15 {O be
OVEe: propter seIDSUmM 125). Thus, In (d) above, only the form and truth of
goodness, 16 Augustine SCCS 4S realısed 1ın the ıfe of g00d PCISON,
oug to be consıdered d the anchor of human beings’ deepest opes and
AdSs the ultımate ecrıterıion for human appraısal of, OT involvement In
others’ lıves.

Perhaps thıs 15 the Ssurest dırection 1ın 1C seek the meanıng of
praecipue in (a), (b) and (e) We MaYy hen translate ıt AdSs ..  1ın partıcular

124) Sermo 34,3 (CC 38,210) “*Certe quılia 1X1 arıtas dei iffusa es!t INn
cordibus NOSIFLS per spirıtum sSsancium quı datus est nobis, ıdeo est CONSCYUCNS ut quıa spiırıtus
Sanctus deus esL, NC dılıgere deum, 181 PCI spırıtum SAaNnCLIum, AdINCINUSs eum de
deo  27 (10d 18 not only the SUUICC of love for unchangeable form and truth, but Iso of love
for neıghbour. See De T'rinitate 8,8,12 (G- 42,958-959): ““Cum CI£O de
dılectione dılıgımus iratrem, de deo dılıgımus ratrem84  R. Canning  is fitting or necessary that we love love itself praecipue. The formulation  (c) varies from this on two counts: novit replaces diligit, and instead of  praecipue we read magis. For (e) it is not dilectio that is said to be loved  when the life of a good person such as the Apostle Paul sets us aflame  with love, but hanc formam  semper stabilem atque incommutabilem,  and this form we are said on the one hand to perceive, and on the other  to love, praecipue. Note that praecipue modifies diligeremus not cernimus.  Similarly to (e) the expression (d) substitutes forma et veritate for dilectio,  and introduces the element of perception and understanding as well as  that of love. The word praecipue itself is missing here, but there is a  strong chance that the same idea is rendered by the phrase, ‘ipsa vero  forma et veritas non est quomodo aliunde diligatur”. Note again that it is  the loving that is specifically so modified, not the knowing. This form or  truth, then, is to be loved from no other source than itself. As we may  anticipate, because this source will be identified with God himself!2*),  therefore the stable and unchangeable form is to be loved from no other  source than God himself. From another point of view, however, non est  quomodo aliunde diligatur gives evidence of kinship with the expression  used in relation to frui-love of God with the whole self, viz. propter  seipsum. Quaestio 35, in treating love of love, has already alluded to this  context: Sed si propter alia quae amanda sunt amor amatur, non recte  amari dicitur. Only the love which cannot be taken away from frui is to be  loved propter seipsum‘?°). Thus, in (d) above, only the form and truth of  goodness, which Augustine sees as realised in the life of a good person,  ought to be considered as the anchor of human beings’ deepest hopes and  as the ultimate criterion for human appraisal of, or involvement in  others’ lives.  Perhaps this is the surest direction in which to seek the meaning of  praecipue in (a), (b) and (e). We may then translate it as ‘‘in a particular  124) Sermo 34,3 (CC 41,424. ML 38,210): “Certe quia dixit : Caritas dei diffusa est in  cordibus nostris per spiritum sanctum qui datus est nobis, ideo est consequens ut quia spiritus  sanctus deus est, nec diligere possumus deum, nisi per spiritum sanctum, amemus deum de  deo”. God is not only the source of love for unchangeable form and truth, but also of love  for neighbour. See De Trinitate 8,8,12 (CC 50,288-289. ML 42,958-959): ‘Cum ergo de  dilectione diligimus fratrem, de deo diligimus fratrem ... Ex una igitur eademque caritate  deum proximumque diligimus ...””. Cf. 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”.  125) De Diversis Quaestionibus 83, q. 35,1 (CC 44A,50. ML 40,24): “Et ideo non  amandum est, quod manenti et fruenti amori auferri potest”.Ex Ul  ‚<% igıtur eademque arıtate
eum proximumque dılıgimus u I ractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 17,8 @&

35.41332):; ‘““Dılıge CISO proximum, ei intuere ın nde dılıgıs DroXimum ; ıbı videbıs, ut
poterIıSs, eum  HP

125) De Diversıis OQuaestionibus 55, 35.1 (CE 44A ‚.50 f ıdeo 1O
amandum est, quod anentI]ı et fruent1 mor auferrTI1 potest””.
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and dıstincetive W8y”, in the that frul-love 1s dıstinctive 126). Thıs 15
not, however, place the form 0)8 the truth the love that 15 be OVe'l
..  1n partıcular and distinctive 9  Way 1ın water-tight ategory of 1ts OW
as ıf, NCC attaıned through Oove of ne1ghbour, it longer exercıised anı y
influence that love of ne1ghbour. Praecıpue INAaYy rather be understood
almost 4S SYNONJNYIN of NECESSAFLO ıIn the sen °°ub1 1lecCt10 DroX1im1ı
ıbı NEeCESSAFLO dılect10 de1” 127) where it 1s Augustine’s intention tOo Show
that DUIC love of ne1ghbour Can only ex1ist where there 1s unsullıed love of
self, and that thıs latter necessarıly entaıls the distinctive all-ımportant
orlientation of nes  E ole eing God Another poss1ıble approac
would be read praecipue 1ın (a), (b) and (e) in the 1g of the expression

MAZLS enım nOvIt dılectionem qua dılıgıt quam fratrem qUuCH)
dılıgıt ”” Perhaps thıs se has influenced those translators who
render praecipue 4S ‘“above all else’”” 128), 1ie not mistaken ıIn tself,
nevertheless ıts empting assoclatıon ıth (C), 16 when looked al
INOTC losely 1S not makıng xactly the SAdINCc poımnt, 18 OUuUnNn!' ead to
certaın Ser10us misunderstandıngs. For example, ONC INaYy thus be
inclined TeCAason In thıs WadYyY the love wıth which love the brother 1S
OVEe: INOTEC han the brother himself; indeed, thıs love, which ONC 1N!'
wıthın oneself and which 1$ identifıed ıth God, 1S OVEe: ‘“above all else  27
TIhe implıcatıon 1s that ONMNC from love of neighbour, 1C 1S less,

love for God in one’s OW interlorıty, which 1S “more’. Thus, the
question of how much weıght 1s to be g]ven love for God and how
much love for ne1ghbour WOU ındeed be ıimportant, and WOUuU
learly ave een decıded in favour of the former which 1s ‘“ ahove all
else  29

The impression g1ven by these reflect10ns, sparked off Dy the
association of praecipue wıth MAZ1S, needs be corrected in the 1g of

126) TIhe fırst meanıng of ‘““praecıpue g1ven In PG are el In (edıtors), Oxford
Aatın Dictionary, Fascıcle VI, 1425, 1s 6,  1n ManneT which 18 specıial the partıcular
Case mentioned, peculıarly””. An example 18 quoted from 1cero’s DYO Rabirio Perduellionis
Reo ‘labor ın hoc defendendo praecıpue IMCUS eSL, studıum CIO conservandı homiınıs
COININUNG mı1ıhı vobıscum CSSC debebıt ”” 1Io Sa Y then that ONeCc loves ove-God ““praecıpue ”
when ONC loves the brother 1S siımılar sSayıng “"ExX unNna ıgıtur eademque carıtate eum
proximumque dılıgımus, sed deum propter deum, 1105 autem eit proximum propter eum  23
De I rinitate 8,9,12 (CC’ 42,959)

127) Iractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 83,3 (CGC 35,1846).
128) See the translatıon of McKenna iın Saint Augustine. The I’'rinity (Fathers of

the Church, 45), 264 Agaö6&sse In (Euvres de saınt ugustin (Bibliotheque
Augustinienne, 16), 67/ ""avant tout”: an Beschıin In Sant’Agostino. La Trinita
(Nuova Bıblıoteca Agostinıana, R ‘““princıpalmente .
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Augustine’s XISs themselves. Fiırstly, ıt 1s A4AS ell from the Outfset LO be
quıte clear that Augustıine o€es NnOt SdYy that ONC loves Ove-God INOTE

MAaZLS } than the brother OVe The verb modilie‘ Dy MAZLS iın (C) 1S nNOVvIt
not diligit econdly, translatıon of praecipue, IC o€es indeed
wıth the verb diligit, ın the of MAZLS 18 blatantly al odds wıth
Augustine’s concludıng assertions In De T rinitate 60642 For he claıms
there that the question how much love 0Ug devote OUT brother
and how much tOo (G0d cshould nNOt rouble Why not? °° FOor should
love OUuTr brother d ourselves; and the INOIC love God the INOTC
love ourselves. Therefore love (G0od and the ne1ighbour from ONC and
the SaJmne love 27 129). TOM thıs MaYy conclude that Augustine SCCS
love d much of unıty that the INOTE love God., the HIOI OVe
OUT ne1ghbour ASs ourselves. Thırdly, in the p ARS of both the
eXpress10ns (d) and (e) in 1C dilectio 1S replace: by forma and verıtas,

fınd g00d ITCason reject speakıng of love for ove-God AdSs

MMOFe and as thereby implyıng that love of neighbour 15 ess
Love of form an truth Il luminating love of love

In De I riniıtate 8,6,9 Augustine declares that oug love
human beings ‘ eıther because they dIC rıghteous OI ıIn order that they
INAaY become righteous: *; In the of (d) and (e) above he 1s
wellıng upDON love of the former kınd such ASs m1g be inspıred Dy
acquaıntance ıth the ıfe of the Apostle Paul and wıth the hardshıps he
ndured for the sake of hıs minıstry dSs they dIC descer1ibed In Cor 6.2.104
The wondertful thıng, accordıng tOo De I rinitate 8,6,9, 1s that, CVCNMN though

PCISON MaYy hımself NOl yeLl be rıghteous., he ST1 knows what
rıghteousness 15 He SCCS thıs wıthın hımself apu 1DSUmM videt ) But,
continues Augustine:

how 111 people be able (to SCC and Sa Y what rıghteous soul 1S)
eXcept by cleavıng that VC SadiIne form (forma) ıtself 1cC they
behold. that they INaYy be orme Dy it and become righteous
souls? Ihen they ıll NOTL only dıscern and SaYy that that soul 1S

129) De I riniıtate n  ,  a  9  ’ OC 42,959) “Fratrı nım quantum nobıs
1DSIS; NOS autem 1DSOS magıs dılıgımus quanto magıs dılıgımus eum Ex una ıgıtur
eademque arıtate eum proximumque dılıgımus The varlant readıng, accordıng
which “incomparabiılıter plus quam nobıs deo  A0 18 nserted before “rate) 18 preferred by
1gne Ihe varıant makes substantıal challenge the valıdıty of the pomn aAIc

makıng ere
130) De T rinitate 8,6,9 (CC 42,956) “Quı] CTSO mat homıines, aut quıa

lust1ı sun(t, aut ut 1ust1 sint, ebet”
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rıghteous whiıch, through orderiıng ıts ıfe and conduct accordıngz
the dictates of knowledge and of ICasSON, assı1gns hat 1S
hıs due But, cleavıng tO that form, they 111 themselves lıve
riıghteously and conduct themselves riıghteously by assıgnıng
CVCIYONC hat 1s hıs due, ..  SsSo that they INa Yy OW! nothıng tO AaNyONC

10 eXcept to love ONC another’”’ (Rom 13:86) And how Can OTMNC cleave
that form but by oving?The Unity ;f Love for God and Neighbour  87  5 righteous which, through ordering its life and conduct according to  the dictates of knowledge and of reason, assigns to everyone what is  his due. But, cleaving to that form, they will themselves live  righteously and conduct themselves righteously by assigning to  everyone what is his due, ‘‘so that they may owe nothing to anyone  10  except to love one another” (Rom. 13.8). And how can one cleave to  that form but by loving? ... Why then do we love another whom we  believe to be righteous and not love the form itself in which we see  what a righteous soul is, so that we too may be able to be righteous?  Or is it not rather that, unless we also loved that form, we should  15  not love him at all whom we love in conformity with it (ex ea), but  while we are not righteous, we love that form too little to give us the  power to become righteous? The man therefore who is believed to  be righteous is loved in conformity with that form and truth (ex ea  forma et veritate) which he who loves discerns and understands  20  within himself; but this form and truth itself cannot be loved from  any source other than itself!?1).  What role does love of form and truth play here? J.B. du Roy  considers Augustine’s position to be this: just as in our quest for learning  we are led by others, mutable creatures that they are, to the stability of  inner truth, so, in our loving, others can do no more than to refer us to  the inner love with which we love!*?). In the text just quoted, however,  the other is a palpably more significant figure than du Roy gives him  credit for. The movement encountered here does not merely go by way of  the changeable, including other human beings, to immutable inner truth; it  is not just that a person, inspired by love for the kind of righteous life he  believes the Apostle Paul to have lived, discerns and understands the  stable form and truth of righteousness within himself (apud se ipsum  131) Zbid. (CC 50,283. ML 42,955-956): ‘Quod unde esse poterunt, nisi inhaerendo  eidem ipsi formae quam intuentur, ut inde formentur et sint iusti animi; non tantum  cernentes et dicentes iustum esse animum qui scientia atque ratione in vita ac moribus sua  cuique distribuit, sed etiam ut ipsi iuste vivant iusteque morati sint, sua cuique dis-  tribuendo, uf nemini quidquam debeant, nisi ut invicem diligant? Et unde inhaeretur illi  formae, nisi amando? Cur ergo alium diligimus quem credimus iustum, et non diligimus  ipsam formam ubi videmus quid sit iustus animus, ut et nos iusti esse possimus? An vero  nisi et istam diligeremus, nullo modo eum diligeremus quem ex ista diligimus, sed dum iusti  non sumus, minus eam diligimus quam ut iusti esse valeamus? Homo ergo qui creditur  justus, ex ea forma et veritate diligitur, quam cernit et intellegit apud se ille qui diligit ; ipsa  vero forma et veritas non est quomodo aliunde diligatur”.  132) J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 434: “... autrui ne peut que nous renvoyer ä l’amour  dont nous l’aimons, de meme qu'’il ne nous enseigne qu’en nous ramenant ä l’attestation de  la verite interieure””. Du Roy quotes Confessiones 11,8,10 (Skutella 271. CSEL 33/1,287.  ML 32,813) in this connection: ‘“Quis porro nos docet nisi stabilis veritas? Quia et per  creaturam mutabilem cum admonemur, ad veritatem stabilem ducimur, ubi vere discimus  o”4Why hen do Oove another whom
belıeve tOo be rıghteous and NOTL love the form ıtself 1n IC CC
hat rıghteous soul 1S, hat LOO INaYy be able tO be riıghteous?
Or 18 ıt nOoTt rather that, unless also OVEe: that form, cshould

.. NOT love hım al all whom love In conformıiıty wıth it (ex ea), but
ıle ATC noOoL rıghteous, love that form LOO lıttle LO g1ve us the
W LO become rıghteous? The INa  — therefore wh 1s elleve tO
be rıghteous 1s OVEe: in conformıty ıth that form and truth (ex
forma el veritate) 16 he wh loves discerns and understands

20 wıthın hımself ; but thıs form and truth ıtself cCannoTt be OVEe': from
Anı Yy SOUICC other than itself*):
What role o€es love of form and truth play here? du Roy

consıders Augustine’s posıtion be thıs Just d In OUT for learnıng
AIC led by others, mutable creatures that they dIC, the stabılıty of

inner truth, 5 ın OUT lovıng, others Can do INOTC than refer us

the inner love ıth 1C Oove 132)_ In the texti Just quoted, however,
the other 1s palpabIly INOTEC s1ıgnıfıcant fıgure than du ROY o1ves hım
credıt for The encountered eTe o€es nOT merely Dy WaY of
the changeable, includıng other human beings, immutable inner truth; it
1S noTt Just that PCISON, inspıred Dy love for the kınd of rıghteous 1ıfe he
beliıeves the Apostle Paul! ave IVO discerns and understands the
stable form and truth of rıghteousness wıthın hımself apu IDSUM

131) Ibid. (CC 42,955-956): ““Quod nde CSSC runt, 181 iınhaerendo
eıdem 1ps1 formae QUamı intuentur, ut inde formentur ei siınt 1ust1 anım1: NO Lantum
Cernentes eit dıcentes 1ustum CSSC anımum quı scıentla ratione ın ıta morıbus 5 U}  Q

CuUl1que dıstrıbuılt, sed et1am ut 1ps1 iuste vivant lusteque moratı sınt, SsSua Cu1que dıs-
trıbuendo, ul nemiinı quidquam debeant, 151 ul Invicem diligant ? nde inhaeretur 1Ilı
formae, 1S1 amando? Cur CI SO alıum dılıgımus QUECIMN credıimus lustum, ei 1O  —_ dılıgımus
1psam formam ubı videmus quıd sıt 1ustus anımus, ut el 1105 1ust1ı SSC possimus? An eCIO
1S1 ei istam dılıgeremus, nullo modo Cu dılıgeremus QUCHN ista dılıgımus, sed dum lustı
NO  >; .UuS, mMINus Ca ılıgımus (qUamı ut 1ust1 6SSC valeamus? Homo CIBO quı credıtur
Justus, forma ei verıtate dılıgıtur, QUalll cernit eit intellegıt apud 1le quı dılıgıit ; 1psa
eIO forma et verıtas NO  —; est quomodo lıunde dılıgatur””.

132) du ROoy, art C: 434 e’ autrul peut qJUC OUS l’amour
dont OUS l’aımons, de meme qu'ıl OUS enseigne qu en OUS ramenan l’attestation de
la verıte interieure)). Du ROoy quotes Confessiones .  n (Skutella 271 SEL 33/1,287.

32,813) In thıs connection : “Quıis 1105 docet 1S1 stabılıs verıtas? Quıia ei PCI
creaturam mutabılem EG admonemur, ad verıtatem stabılem ducımur, ubı GIe dıscımus
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videt) hıs mMOoMment of inner recognIition, comparable the inner Vvis1ıon
OT knowledge OT love of love, 18 by the en of the ourney ° Per
creaturam mutabilem ad veriıtatem stabilem)' 15 patently insufficıent A4AS

SUMMAAaTCY of OUTI text LLOIC 1S afoot than the from the exterlor
other the dıscernment of form and truth wıthın ne’s  A OW interlorıty.
Lines T{} csShow thıs clearly. When, hrough lovıng, PDCISON cleaves
the form of rıghteousness (inhaerendo eidem ipsi formae ), 133) he ıll be
nabled 1ve rıghteously and love alone 111 characterıse hıs relatıon-
sh1ps ıth others. According lınes 14-17, woul noTt be able love

rıghteous PCISON such AS Paul unless also OVEe': the form 0)8 truth ın
conformıity ıth IC (exX ea) Oove hım and and 1C dıscern
and understand wıthın ourselves. Sınce thıs form OT truth 15 ıtself the VC
SOUICC of OUT love for ıt, ıt has also be consıdered the SOUTCE of love for
those whom love In conformıty wıth 1t (exX forma el veritate). In
thıs Augustine speaks 1n De Trinitate 6913 of lovıng ın partıcular
and dıistinctive WaY ( praecipue thıs stable and unchangeable form,
1 1s al the SAaminlec time SOUICC and OIM of love. Only then 1l] be
capable of lovıng the lıves of others because belıeve them O ave een
1ve iın accordance wıth the form of rıghteousness, ın short, ‘“hbecause
they ATC rıghteous qula IuUSEL sunt ) 134)_

Thus., Augustine Can claım 1n Book of De Irinitate, “I ove
al and strong INan wıth chaste and genuiıne love  23 135)' What
happens, however, ıf it 1s discovered that PCISON whose ıfe elleve
ave Dn ın accordance wıth the form of rıghteousness out
closer acquaıntance to ave acted Outft of OT greed, OT vaınglory?
Obviously Cannot ST1 love hım because he 1S rıghteous, for he 1S
evıdently not

hıs love then 1s wıthdrawn from that unworthy PCTSON, yvel ıt
remaıns 1ın that form ıIn conformıty wıth 1C (ex qua) had OVEe':
hım when elleve hım be WO Unless perhaps NO love hım
LO thıs end, that he MaYy become such dASs ave ascertaıned that he
Was nO  — But 1ın the PCISONMN hıimself nothıng has hanged; yet he Cal

133) As ave SCCH, “ınhaerere” 1$ favourıte erb of Augustine’s for indıcatıng
total commıtment God

l34) De Trinitate 8,9,13 ( 42,959-960): ° Ht 181 anc formam, qUamı
SCMDECI stabılem incommutabılem cernımus, praecıpue dılıgeremus, NO  —_ iıdeo dılıge-

ıllum, qulia 1US vitam, CU 1n viveret, U1cC formae coaptatam ei congruentem
f{u1sse, fiıde retiınemus’”.

135) De I riniıtate 9,6,11 (CC 42,966) ‘“ Amo ıtaque fiıdelem em
1rum germano’”.
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be changed and Can become what had ONMNCC elleve hım be
However, the appraısal had made of hım In IN Y mınd has hanged;
thıs 1s NO dıfferent from hat it ONCC had een But, Dy the
command of unchangeable and transcendent rıghteousness, the

10 Same love has een turned from ıts intention eN]JOY and
1recte ıth the intention ö takıng Caic of others. 18 indeed the
form ıtself of unshaken and abıdıng truth In IC enN]OYy PCISON
when belıeve hım be Z00d and in 1C CaIrec for hım that he
MaYy become good Thıs form bathes both the glance of mınd

FS and hat clou of INeTIS aAaDPCATANCECS IC discern from above,
wıth the SAadIlnle 1g of incorruptible and mMOStT DUIC 1Cason 1s
In the 1g of thıs form that I thınk of the SAaIiInec PCTISON whom had
SCCH 136)‘
The Oove of the form of unshaken and abıdıng truth, C remaıns

CVECN when ove 1s wıthdrawn aCCOUunNT of manıfest unworthıiness,
CINCI SCS ere ın ıts specıal role, stressing agaın why ıt should be referred

ASs praecipue. When en]Ooy (frul) theT and righteous lıves of
others, do genumlnely and chastely ıf enN]OY them ın and from
unchangeable and transcendent rıghteousness (lines 11-14 If, however.
thıs essentı1al ruıble dımens1ion 1S missıng from the lıves of others, that 1S,
ıf they AdIC nOoTt rıghteous, then OUT unfaılıng attachment the form of
rıghteousness brings ıt about that OUT intention in lovıng others 15
dırected fromfrul takıng CaTe of them (consulere ..  sSo that they m1g
become rıghteous” (lines 8-11) The form that the 1g of
incorruptıble ITCAasSson the glance of mınd and that dıspels the CIOU
of INCIC APPCATaNCcCS offers sıgnıfıcantly dier  < perspective OW

ıfe and that of others (lines 14-1 Thıs 1g Can enable
prompt others beyond themselves dSs it has prompte beyond myself
Dy orlentatıng towards the form of stable truth Indeed, the form, 1.e
unchangeable and transcendent rıghteousness, commands that take CAT®

of others (lınes 8 by keeping the transcendent perspective theır
lıves OPCI, that NO love them thıs end, that they INa Y become

136) Ihbid. (CC ;  < 42,966-96 /): .)  E ab indıgno homiıne ablatus, ın
forma permanetl, qua CUu alem credens Nısı forte ad hoc al iam, ut

alıs sıt, CU alem 1O SSC COMPCICIO. ın Ilo homiıne nı mufatum est:; mutarı amen

potest, ut fiat quod CU 1am S5C credıderam. In mente autem INnca utata est utique 1psa
existimatı1o, qUaC de Ilo alıter habebat, el alıter demque INOT ab intentione
perfruendi ad iıntentionem consulendi, incommutabılıiı desuper iustıtia ubente deflexus est.

Ipsa CIO forma INnCONCUSsae stabılıs veritatis, ın qUuUa fruerer homiıne bonum AUM

credens, ei In quUa consulo ut bonus sıt, eadem luce incorruptibıilıs sincer1ss>ımaeque ratı1onıs
ei INCaC menti1s aspectum, ei ıllam phantasıae nubem qU amı desuper CEINO, Cu eumdem
homınem QUCINMN videram Coglto, imperturbabılı aeternıtate perfundıt .
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rıghteous ASs ave ascertaıned that they WEeIC nOTL (lınes 3-6) Our
attachment tOo transcendent form CMNSUTICS that change for the better ıIn
the lıves of those love always remaıns possıbılıty, that for hem LtOO
the CIOU: of INneTEe AaDPCATANCECS MaYy be dıissolved

The paralle ın De TI riniıtate between “*love of love  27 and love of form
OT truth 15 iındeed strıkıng. The form that 1s OVEe: directs us wıth
command the ervıce of OUT ne1ghbour; sımılarly, the Oove 16 18
Ove 1s that wıth ıUa continue love OUT Dröfher” / and 1C
Can only be OVve wıth love (caritate ) ıf it 1S actually engaged ıIn lovıng
OTINCONC OT somethıng 38) Clearly, therefore, ıt 1s unfaır tOo Augustine
STa that for hım “the encounter ıth the other 1s for Ial only the
OCCasıon for dıscoverıng hıs OW eternal truth” 139)' Thıs 15 ıke drawıng
what 1S be the hypotenuse of rıght-angle trıangle, and then claımıng
18 ave drawn rıght-angle riangle. For Augustine ıt Cal also be the
love of form eternal truth that StIrS us love and eN]OY the lıves of
those who ave 1ve': In harmony wıth ıt Attention tO these lıves INAaYy In
turn awaken INOIC love for the immutable form of rıghteousness
1cC perce1ve ın God But thıs form constıitutes the OrIm accordıng

whiıich human beings 0Ug lıve, that 1S, the OoIm Dy 3r” al
genuımne self-love and love of ne1ghbour d1iIC be measured., the SOUTITCEC

from1 they dIC {1ow, and the goal towards IC they d1C be
orlıentated 140). The PTOCCSS of lovıng by close ONCEC

the iıllumınated soul ınwardly upOonNn eterna|] truth As ave SCCHIL,
the transcendent and unchangeable form of rıghteousness actually
commands ıts adherents take CaAdiIC that other human beings AIiIcC al  e

137) Consıder the followıng phrases from De I rınıtate „8,12-8,9, WL /-2
42,958-959):
(a) ““Quıd CI SO dılıgıt carıtas 1S1 quod carıtate dılıgımus ?”
(b) >  Cum CIZO de dilectione dılıgımus fratrem, de deo dılıgiımus fratrem ; NC 1eT]

potest ut eandem dilectionem 1O!  — praecıpue dılıgamus QUU fratrem diligimus’”.
(c) ‘Sed S1 C QUCIMN V1 humano 1SU spiritali carıtate dılıgeret, videret eum
(d) K a UNMNd igıtur eademque carıtate eum proximumque dılıgımus

138) De I rınıtate 8,8,12 (CC 42,958)90  R. Canning  righteous as I have ascertained that they were not (lines 3-6). Our  attachment to transcendent form ensures that a change for the better in  the lives of those we love always remains a possibility, that for them too  the cloud of mere appearances may be dissolved.  The parallel in De Trinitate between ‘‘love of love”” and love of form  or truth is indeed striking. The form that is loved directs us with a  command to the service of our neighbour; similarly, the love which is  loved is that with which we continue to love our brother!?”), and which  can only be loved with love (caritate) if it is actually engaged in loving  someone or something !*®). Clearly, therefore, it is unfair to Augustine to  state that for him “‘“the encounter with the other is for man only the  occasion for discovering his own eternal truth’’!*°). This is like drawing  what is to be the hypotenuse of a right-angle triangle, and then claiming  to have drawn a right-angle triangle. For Augustine it can also be the  love of form or eternal truth that stirs us to love and to enjoy the lives of  those who have lived in harmony with it. Attention to these lives may in  turn awaken a more eager love for the immutable form of righteousness  which we perceive in God. But this form constitutes the norm according  to which human beings ought to live, that is, the norm by which all  genuine self-love and love of neighbour are to be measured, the source  from which they are to flow, and the goal towards which they are to be  orientated!*°), The process of loving by no means comes to a close once  the illuminated soul gazes inwardly upon eternal truth. As we have seen,  the transcendent and unchangeable form of righteousness actually  commands its adherents to take care that other human beings are aided,  137) Consider the following phrases from De Trinitate 8,8,12-8,9,12 (CC 50,287-289.  ML 42,958-959):  (a) “Quid ergo diligit caritas nisi quod caritate diligimus?”  (b) “Cum ergo de dilectione diligimus fratrem, de deo diligimus fratrem; nec fieri  potest ut eandem dilectionem non praecipue diligamus qua fratrem diligimus” .  (c) “Sed si eum quem videt humano visu spiritali caritate diligeret, videret deum ...”.  (d) “Ex una igitur eademque caritate deum proximumque diligimus ...”  138) De Trinitate 8,8,12 (CC 50,287. ML 42,958): *... sic et caritas diligit quidem se,  sed nisi se aliquid diligentem diligat non caritate se diligit”.  139) J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 441: “... la rencontre d’autrui n’est pour l’homme que  V’occasion de decouvrir sa verite eternelle””.  140) De Trinitate 8,9,13 (CC 50,290. ML 42,960): ‘Ita et ipsorum vitam facit a nobis  diligi formae illius dilectio, secundum quam vixisse creduntur, et illorum vita credita in  eamdem formam flagrantiorem excitat caritatem; ut quanto flagrantius diligimus deum  tanto certius sereniusque videamus, quia in deo conspicimus incommutabilem formam  justitiae, secundum quam hominem vivere oportere iudicamus’”’.SIC ei carıtas dılıgıt quıdem SC,
sed 1S1 alıquıd dılıgentem dılıgat 1O  —_ carıtate dılıgıt””.

139) du ROoy, art CIt.; 44 ]90  R. Canning  righteous as I have ascertained that they were not (lines 3-6). Our  attachment to transcendent form ensures that a change for the better in  the lives of those we love always remains a possibility, that for them too  the cloud of mere appearances may be dissolved.  The parallel in De Trinitate between ‘‘love of love”” and love of form  or truth is indeed striking. The form that is loved directs us with a  command to the service of our neighbour; similarly, the love which is  loved is that with which we continue to love our brother!?”), and which  can only be loved with love (caritate) if it is actually engaged in loving  someone or something !*®). Clearly, therefore, it is unfair to Augustine to  state that for him “‘“the encounter with the other is for man only the  occasion for discovering his own eternal truth’’!*°). This is like drawing  what is to be the hypotenuse of a right-angle triangle, and then claiming  to have drawn a right-angle triangle. For Augustine it can also be the  love of form or eternal truth that stirs us to love and to enjoy the lives of  those who have lived in harmony with it. Attention to these lives may in  turn awaken a more eager love for the immutable form of righteousness  which we perceive in God. But this form constitutes the norm according  to which human beings ought to live, that is, the norm by which all  genuine self-love and love of neighbour are to be measured, the source  from which they are to flow, and the goal towards which they are to be  orientated!*°), The process of loving by no means comes to a close once  the illuminated soul gazes inwardly upon eternal truth. As we have seen,  the transcendent and unchangeable form of righteousness actually  commands its adherents to take care that other human beings are aided,  137) Consider the following phrases from De Trinitate 8,8,12-8,9,12 (CC 50,287-289.  ML 42,958-959):  (a) “Quid ergo diligit caritas nisi quod caritate diligimus?”  (b) “Cum ergo de dilectione diligimus fratrem, de deo diligimus fratrem; nec fieri  potest ut eandem dilectionem non praecipue diligamus qua fratrem diligimus” .  (c) “Sed si eum quem videt humano visu spiritali caritate diligeret, videret deum ...”.  (d) “Ex una igitur eademque caritate deum proximumque diligimus ...”  138) De Trinitate 8,8,12 (CC 50,287. ML 42,958): *... sic et caritas diligit quidem se,  sed nisi se aliquid diligentem diligat non caritate se diligit”.  139) J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 441: “... la rencontre d’autrui n’est pour l’homme que  V’occasion de decouvrir sa verite eternelle””.  140) De Trinitate 8,9,13 (CC 50,290. ML 42,960): ‘Ita et ipsorum vitam facit a nobis  diligi formae illius dilectio, secundum quam vixisse creduntur, et illorum vita credita in  eamdem formam flagrantiorem excitat caritatem; ut quanto flagrantius diligimus deum  tanto certius sereniusque videamus, quia in deo conspicimus incommutabilem formam  justitiae, secundum quam hominem vivere oportere iudicamus’”’.la rencontire d’autru]l est DOUL I’homme quC
l’occasıon de decouvrır verıte eternelle  er

140) De Trinitate 8,9,13 (CE 42,960) ei 1psorum vitam facıt nobıs
dılıg! formae ıllıus dılect10, secundum quam VIX1ISSe creduntur, ei lllorum ıta credıta In
eamdem formam flagrantiorem xcıtat carıtatem ; ut quani{o flagrantıus dılıgımus eum

certius seren1usque videamus, qul1a ın deo CONSPICIMUS incommutabılem formam
lustitiae, secundum qQUahı homınem vivere oOportere iudıcamus .
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insofar AS possıble, the d1iscovery and the realısatıon of the truth
and Oorm of theır l1ves. “Cleavıng that form, they 11l themselves 1ve
rıghteously and conduct themselves righteously Dy assıgnıng
what 1s hıs due, sSo that they IMaYy OW! nothıng ANYyYONC eXcept love
ONC anotherAr

Thıs attempt comprehend the expression *love of OQVE  27 Dy
comparıng 1t Ove of form 0)8 of truth 0)8 of transcendent rıghteousness
ea uüs support the followıng contentions of Agaesse (a) °°LOve of
love  207 LTanspoOses, in the CONtiext of Christian hought, the Platoniıc and
Plotinian eOrY accordıng 1G ove of the solute 00d (com-
parable the transcendent and unchangeable form of rıghteousness In
De Trinitate) 18 mplıed in all human knowing and wiıllıng ; (b) people
cannot ruly love, in the spırıtua of the term, unless they AIC elated

thıse 00d 16 1S al the SAamnlc time OT and aCT of perfect love;
all irue love for others 15 measured by thıs aDSOlute 00d which in De
I riınıtate 61 10 and 8,8,12 and in In Epistolam Toannıs appCars A OoOve
ıtself owards whıch orlentate ourselves: (C) thıs absolute 00d-
Love, 3C Oove for ıtself, Cal be known and rasped only in the VeErY
act Dy 17 clıng it: it 15 OVEe'l praecıpue when other human beings
aAIc Ove 141)'

As proceed NO investigate Augustine’s iıdentificatıion of thıs
love, whiıich 1S OVve praecıipue, ıth God that 1S, the basıs of the
inversion of JIn 4.8 Dy whıich he makes of ıt °love 1S GO 27 ll
ave the opportunıty test the of LWO urther assertions of
Agaesse agaınst the C themselves: firstly, because (G0d 15 nolt only
SUDICING perfection but subsıstent LOve, he 1s the fırst ubject and SOUTCC

of the ove IC ave for OUT brother; for (30d communıcates us

progressively and al each instant hıs OW act of lovıng; secondly, people
Cal ove God only wıth ove they recelve from hım ;: thıs gratultous love
rece1ved from God 1s love of the brethren: lovıng wıth and 1ıke God
OVve G0od hımself***). In OUT examınatıon of the inversion of JIn 48 ıt
should also become clearer that posıt1ons such AS the followıng StOop LOO

short, because they tend isolate and objectify the aspect of interl10r1ty
and hereby the full dynamıc mMmOovem! of Augustine’s hought

God 1$ OVe and, 1ın order NOW hım, ONC has into
oneself. He 1s be OoOun al the VCLY SOUICEC of all OUI loves. In thıs

141) Agaesse, E, 51
l42) Ibid., ı
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WaY ınk wıth the of Augustinıan ““mysticısm ;
fınd ourselves the “axiS” of Augustine’s reflexive thought. At
least ONCC, Augustine trıes follow thıs oOu the end, ıth the
wısh LO discover al the erminus of thıs return towards Love-the
Source, the dıvıne Trinıity, the G0d who 1s Love. hıs 18 ın De
Irinitate, Book

OVE GOD BECAUSE IS LOVE

The engthy texi quoted from De I rinıtate 8,8,12 1C served AS

springboard for OUT reflections ın the DPrevi10ous section provıdes strıkıng
statement of the thesıs that the OVve OVEe when love OUTI ne1ghbour 15
God hımself

“Beloved, let us OoVve ONe another, because love from God
And CVECIYVYONC wh loves 15 orn of (GJ0d and knows (G0d He hat
oes nOoTt love 0€s not NOW God, fOor God 1s OVe  27 JIn 4.7-8)
hıs cCOoNnex1on of iıdeas sShows sufficıently and clearly that thıs SAamne

brotherly love ıtself (for it 1s brotherly love by which Oove ONC

another) 1s proclaımed Dy authorıty d the Apostle John
noTt only COMMC ‘“from Go but also be God?)
Ove of form and truth ıth GE OVEe of ove meriıts comparıson 1S

nNOoTt explicıtly stated by Augustine to be ove for God The form of
unshaken and abıdıng truth. 1n IC en]OY g00d PDCISON and take
Caic of others that they MaYy become g00d, 15 NnOT expressly identifıed wıth
God But ATC saıd tOo perce1ve the form of unchangeable rıghteousness
..  ın Go 145) and thıs SAaTInec transcendent riıghteousness 1S credıted ıth
the dıvine prerogatıve of commandıng us O love OUT ne1ghbour that
he INaYy become righteous **°). As far as the love OVve 1S concerned,

l43) du ROy, art 76 V 417 ‘“ Dıeu est Amour ee. DOUL le connaıitre, ıl faut
rentrer SO1 On le ITOUVE la SOUTCEC meme de tOUS N OS amn OQOUTS Cest, Dar la, le
mMOuvemen de la ‘myst1ique’ augustinıenne quC OUuS reJO1ZNONS; OUS OUuS TOUVONS SUuT

1 *‘axe’ de la pensee reflex1ive. Une fo1s mMoOo1ns saınt ugustın entera de Sulvre ole
Jusqu au bout, Jusqu a vouloir decouvrir, erme de retOoOur eIs | Amour-S50ource, la
TIrmite dıvıne, le IDDeu quı est ”’Amour. est le lıvre du De Trinitate”. EF 427,92  R. Canning  way we link up with the movement of Augustinian ‘‘mysticism””; we  find ourselves on the “axis’”” of Augustine’s reflexive thought. At  least once, Augustine tries to follow this route to the end, with the  wish to discover at the terminus of this return towards Love-the  Source, the divine Trinity, the God who is Love. This is in De  Trinitate, Book 81*3).  B. LOvE IS GOD BECAUSE “GOD IS LOVE” (1 JN. 4.8,16)  The lengthy text quoted from De Trinitate 8,8,12 which served as a  springboard for our reflections in the previous section provides a striking  statement of the thesis that the love loved when we love our neighbour is  God himself:  “Beloved, let us love one another, because love comes from God.  And everyone who loves is born of God and knows God. He that  does not love does not know God, for God is Love” (1 Jn. 4.7-8).  This connexion of ideas shows sufficiently and clearly that this same  brotherly love itself (for it is brotherly love by which we love one  another) is proclaimed by so great an authority as the Apostle John  not only to come ‘“from God” but also to be God!*+).  Love of form and truth with which love of love merits comparison is  not explicitly stated by Augustine to be love for God. The form of  unshaken and abiding truth, in which we enjoy a good person and take  care of others that they may become good, is not expressly identified with  God. But we are said to perceive the form of unchangeable righteousness  ‘“in God”’!*>), and this same transcendent righteousness is credited with  the divine prerogative of commanding us to love our neighbour so that  he may become righteous!*°). As far as the l/ove loved is concerned,  143) J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 417: ‘“Dieu est Amour et, pour le connaitre, il faut  rentrer en soi. On le trouve äa la source m&me de tous nos amours. Cest, par lä, le  mouvement de la ‘mystique’ augustinienne que nous rejoignons; nous nous trouvons sur  l’‘axe’ de la pensee reflexive. Une fois au moins saint Augustin tentera de suivre cette voie  jusqu’au bout, jusqu’a vouloir decouvrir, au terme de ce retour vers l’Amour-Source, la  Trinite divine, le Dieu qui est l’Amour. C’est le VIII“ livre du De Trinitate”. Cf. p. 427, n.  94 : ‘... par le ‘retour sur so’’, il (le sujet) isole l’amour de la rencontre qui le fait vivre: il en  fait un sentiment”.  144) De Trinitate 8,8,12 (CC 50,288. ML 42,958): ‘‘... Dilectissimi, diligamus invicem  quia dilectio ex deo est, et omnis qui diligit ex deo natus est et cognovit deum. Qui non diligit  non cognovit deum quia deus dilectio est. Ista contextio satis aperteque declarat eandem  ipsam fraternam dilectionem (nam fraterna dilectio est qua diligimus invicem) non solum  ex deo sed etiam deum esse tanta auctoritate praedicari”.  145) Zbid. 8,9,13 (CC 50,290. ML 42,960): ‘‘... quia in deo conspicimus incom-  mutabilem formam iustitiae, secundum quam hominem vivere oportere iudicamus’”.  12%0) Jbid. 9.6,11 (GC. 50.203. ML 42,967):.  idemque amor ab intentione  perfruendi ad intentionem consulendi, incommutabili desuper iustitia iubente deflexus est””.Da le "retour SUT SO1’, al (le suJjet) isole l amour de la rencontre quı le faıt Vivre: 11
faıt sentiment”.

144) De T rinitate 8,8,12 ‚0® 42,958) o Dilectissimi, diligamus Invicem
qula dilectio deo ESE: el OMMNALS qul diligit deo NAatus est ef cognovit deum. QOul AON diligit
Aon cognovit deum qu1a deus dilectio est Ista context10 satıs aperteque eclara| eandem
1psam fraternam dılectionem (nam Traterna dılect10 est qua dılıgımus iInvicem) NO solum

deo sed et1am deum SSC auctorıtate praedıcarı””.
145) Ihbid. 8,9,13 10 ® 42,960) “  Ö quıa In deo CONSPICIMUS INnCOm-

mutabılem formam justitilae, secundum quamı homınem vivere oportere iudıcamus .
146) Ibid. 9,6,11 &® 42,96 7) demque INOI ab intentione

perfruendı ad intentionem consulendi, incommutabıiıl.iı desuper iustitia ubente deflexus est  02
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however, Augustine from the VeErYy beginnıng leaves us in ou that
he 15 speakıng of the God-Love The love OVe 15 therefore NOT be
confined the realm of abstract OT e“ form, fOr, ıIn Augustine’s mind,
ıt 1S Jready nfused wıth the lıvıng (30d wh 1g wherever
human beings ruly love ONC another. De Irınıtate 8,8,12 ıth
Augustine makıng thıs identification:

Let ONC Sd y do not NOW hat love. Let hım love hıs
brother and let hım love the SdamInlec Ove For he knows the Oove ıth
16 he loves IMNOTEC than the brother whom he loves. And 5  5 God
Can NO become better known tO hım than the brother; clearly
better known because INOTC present, better known because IMOTEC
inward (interior), better known because INOIC trustworthy (certior).
Embrace ove-God and embrace God wıth love. 1S love ıtself
1C unıtes a]] the g00d angels and al the Servants of (G0od iın the
bond of holiness and1Jo1s us and them ON another and

10 makes us subject itself. There{fore, the INOTC AT healed of the
swellıng of prıde, the INOTC dICc full of OVe And of what but G0od
18 he full who 1s full of love?

But PCISON May Say “I SCC love, and, insofar AS able, SaZC
uDON ıt wıth mınd, and belıeve Scripture when ıt Say>S °FOor

15 God 1S love, and he who remaıns in love remaılns ıIn God’ But when
SCC love do not SCC the Trinity 1n lt” But yOUu do indeed SCC the

Trimity ıf YOU SCC love 147)_
It SOCS beyond OUT TrTI1e tOo PTONOUNCC the UCCC”CSS5 OT aılure of

the ensuıng attempt SsShOow the objector that he Can the Trinıity
intellectually ıf he dırects hıs attention the dynamıc of love  148) AGet,
insofar d the reflections {O whiıich thıs undertakıng Q1VvES rise ave
bearıng the relatıon between love for God and ne1ghbour, it 1s of

147) Ibid. 8,8,12 FG 6-28 42, 957-958): ‘“ Nemo dicat "Non OVI quod
dılıgam'. Dılıgat ratrem eit dılıgat eandem dılectionem ; magıs enım novıt dılectionem qua
dılıgıt qUamı ratrem qUCIM dılıgıt. Ecce 1am potest notiorem eum habere QUallı fratrem,
plane notiorem quıa praesentiorem, notiorem quıa inter1orem, notiorem quıa certiorem.
Amplectere dılectionem-deum el dılectione amplectere eum Ipsa est dılect10 quaC
bonos angelos eit de1 SCI VOS consoclat vinculo sanctitatıs, NOSQUC el ıllos conlıungıt
Invicem nobıs ei subiungıt s1bl1. Quanto igıtur sanlores tumore superbiae

dılectione pleni10res. qUO 1S1 deo plenus est quı plenus est dılectione enım
carıtatem video, ef quantum DOSSUMI Ca mente CONSPICIO, el credo scripturae dicent1
Quoniam deus carıtas estT, el qul mMmane In carıtate In deo Mane. Sed Cr 6Ca video NO  —; ıIn
video triınıtatem Immo C0 vides triınıtatem S1 carıtatem vides’.

148) du ROoy, art OEE.. 417, 440-445, consıiders it aılure argely because the
love whıich apDpCals iın the hıstoric inıtiatıve of God in Jesus T1S' and ın the church 1S eft
Out of consıderatlion. We deal ıth the implicatıons of du Roy’s posıtıon the extient
that they impınge upoNn OUT eme
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ımportance take them into aCCOuNtT Thus, the D  n iıdentıificatiıon
ıth God (lınes 2-4) of the love wıth 1C the brother 1s OoOVve and the
clear identificatıon of brotherly love ıtself wıth God urther iın De
T rinitate 5,6,12 ‚.eandem ipsam fraternam dilectionem94  R. Canning  importance to take them into account. Thus, the apparent identification  with God (lines 2-4) of the love with which the brother is loved, and the  clear identification of brotherly love itself with God further on in De  Trinitate 8,8,12 (...eandem ipsam fraternam dilectionem ... deum esse ...)  will have to be probed. What is implicit in the former is made explicit by  means of the inversion of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 in the latter. In order to understand  more deeply the significance of the inversion, ‘“love is God’’, we propose  to look briefly at two of the other contexts in which it occurs, namely, in  the doctrine of the Holy Spirit as love-God and in the presentation of  love as the gift of God**?). Then, we will be in a position to look again at  the inversion in relation to our theme. Finally, it will be necessary to  address ourselves to challenging certain misunderstandings of the love  that is God which characterise it impersonally in terms of introspection,  subjective sentiment, faceless illumination, une fusion sans rencontre }5°),  I. The Holy Spirit as love of the Father and the Son; love as the gift of  God himself  While still a priest Augustine had the exceptional honour to preach  for the African bishops assembled in council at Hippo in October, 393. In  this address, known as De Fide et Symbolo, in which he quoted 1 Jn.  4.8,16 for the first time, he pointed out that John had not written dilectio  deus est but deus dilectio est‘°*). Augustine was speaking there of the  Holy Spirit. In a classic text concerning the Holy Spirit, however, which  is found in Book 6 of De Trinitate, he reveals that he has been having  second thoughts about John’s deus dilectio est. His aim here is to show  that the Holy Spirit is coeternally and consubstantially equal to the  Father and the Son, the generator and the genitus, whose own. gift of  unity the Spirit is. Having remarked that this same gift unites us to one  another and makes us one spirit with God, Augustine continues:  Therefore, the Holy Spirit is something common to the Father  and the Son, whatever this may otherwise be, or the consubstantial  149) For a sense of orientation in this question I am grateful to D. Dideberg, Saint  Augustin et la premiere epitre de saint Jean, p. 142-143, n. 17.  150) These characteristics have been formulated by J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 437, n. 9:  “V’introspection””; ‘“sentiment subjectif””; p. 430: ‘“une illumination englobante, sans  visage””; p. 431 : ‘“une fusion sans rencontre””.  151) De Fide et Symbolo 9,19 (CSEL 41,25. ML 40,192): “Etiam hic enim non ait,  ‘dilectio deus est’, sed: deus dilectio est, ut ipsa deitas dilectio intellegatur””. The inversion  can be made in Latin without grammatical incongruity; but this is not so in Greek where  “God” in 1 Jn. 4.8 is accompanied by the definite article: 6 0£öc äyaürn 8otiv.eum CC94  R. Canning  importance to take them into account. Thus, the apparent identification  with God (lines 2-4) of the love with which the brother is loved, and the  clear identification of brotherly love itself with God further on in De  Trinitate 8,8,12 (...eandem ipsam fraternam dilectionem ... deum esse ...)  will have to be probed. What is implicit in the former is made explicit by  means of the inversion of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 in the latter. In order to understand  more deeply the significance of the inversion, ‘“love is God’’, we propose  to look briefly at two of the other contexts in which it occurs, namely, in  the doctrine of the Holy Spirit as love-God and in the presentation of  love as the gift of God**?). Then, we will be in a position to look again at  the inversion in relation to our theme. Finally, it will be necessary to  address ourselves to challenging certain misunderstandings of the love  that is God which characterise it impersonally in terms of introspection,  subjective sentiment, faceless illumination, une fusion sans rencontre }5°),  I. The Holy Spirit as love of the Father and the Son; love as the gift of  God himself  While still a priest Augustine had the exceptional honour to preach  for the African bishops assembled in council at Hippo in October, 393. In  this address, known as De Fide et Symbolo, in which he quoted 1 Jn.  4.8,16 for the first time, he pointed out that John had not written dilectio  deus est but deus dilectio est‘°*). Augustine was speaking there of the  Holy Spirit. In a classic text concerning the Holy Spirit, however, which  is found in Book 6 of De Trinitate, he reveals that he has been having  second thoughts about John’s deus dilectio est. His aim here is to show  that the Holy Spirit is coeternally and consubstantially equal to the  Father and the Son, the generator and the genitus, whose own. gift of  unity the Spirit is. Having remarked that this same gift unites us to one  another and makes us one spirit with God, Augustine continues:  Therefore, the Holy Spirit is something common to the Father  and the Son, whatever this may otherwise be, or the consubstantial  149) For a sense of orientation in this question I am grateful to D. Dideberg, Saint  Augustin et la premiere epitre de saint Jean, p. 142-143, n. 17.  150) These characteristics have been formulated by J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 437, n. 9:  “V’introspection””; ‘“sentiment subjectif””; p. 430: ‘“une illumination englobante, sans  visage””; p. 431 : ‘“une fusion sans rencontre””.  151) De Fide et Symbolo 9,19 (CSEL 41,25. ML 40,192): “Etiam hic enim non ait,  ‘dilectio deus est’, sed: deus dilectio est, ut ipsa deitas dilectio intellegatur””. The inversion  can be made in Latin without grammatical incongruity; but this is not so in Greek where  “God” in 1 Jn. 4.8 is accompanied by the definite article: 6 0£öc äyaürn 8otiv.ıll ave be probed. What 1S implıcıt in the former 1s made explıcıt by

of the inversion of JIn 4.8,16 In the latter. In order understand
INOTEC deeply the s1gnificance of the invers10n, ‘*love 1S GO s7, PTFODOSC

o0k briefly al [WO of the other In IC it OCCUTIS, namely, In
the doctrine of the Holy Spirıt AdS ove-God and 1ın the presentatıon of
Oove ASs the gıift of God 149)' Then, ıll be in posıtıon ook agaın al
the inversion In relatıon LO OUT theme Finally, it ıll be NECCCSSALY tO
address ourselves challenging certaın mısunderstandıngs of the OVEe
that 1s G0d IC characterise ıt impersonally in of introspectlion,
subjective sentiment, faceless ıllumınatıon, une fusion SUSs renconitre 150)_

The Holy Spirit love of the Father and the SOoN ; love the gift of
God himself
ıle ST1 priest Augustine had the exceptional honour preach

for the Afrıcan bıshops assembled In councıl al 1ppO 1n October, 3073 In
thıs address, known ASs De ide ef Symbolo, In 6 6 he quoted JIn
4.8,16 for the first tıme, he pomted Out that John had nOTL wrıtten dilectio
euUSs est but CeUS dilectio est*>2). Augustine Was speakıng there of the
Holy Dpırı In classıc text concerning the Holy Spirıt, however, 1C
1S Oun: in Book of De ITrinitate, he reveals that he has een havıng
second oughts about ohn CeUS dilectio est Hıs a1m ere 1S cshow
that the Holy Spirıt 1S Coelernaliy and consubstantıally equa tOo the
Father and the Son, the generaltor and the genlttus, whose OW gıft of
unıty the Spirıt 15 Havıng remarked that thıs SAamne gıft unıtes us ONC

another and makes us ONC spırıt wıth God, Augustine continues:

There{fore, the Holy Spirıt 1S somethıng COIMMNMON the Father
and the Son. whatever thıs IMaYy otherwiıse be: the consubstantıal
149) For of orlentatıon 1n thıs question | grateful Dıdeberg, Saint

ugustin el la premiere epitre de Saınt Jean, 142-143, 17
50) ese charaecteristics ave been formulated Dy du ROY, art I 437,

“]’ıntrospection”; “sentiment subjectif”” ; 430 ...  une ıllumınatıon englobante, Sdalmls

visage’”; 431 PYi  une fusıon Sdamls rencontre’”.
151) De ide el Symbolo 9,19 41,25 40,192) “Etiam hic enım NO  — alt,

“dılecti10 eus est”, sed deus dilectio est, ut 1psa deıtas dılect10 intellegatur”. TIhe inversion
Can be made ın atın wıthout grammatıcal Incongrulty ; but thıs 15 NnOT In Greek where
*God’ in JIn 4® 1s accompanıed by the eimite artıcle : OEÖC aAyann EGTIV
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and eternal communıo0on iıtself. And ıf thıs cCcCommunı10n Can d
propriately be called frıendship, then let ıt be called, but ıt 15 INOTC

aplly called love. And thıs love LOO 15 substance, because G0d 15
substance, and, d ıt 15 wrıtten : 1s love  27 Jn 4:8.16)?°).
TIhe Holy Spirıt 1s the communılon of Father and Son 1C 1s aptıy

called love. In order show that thıs oly Spirıt-communion-love 1S
consubstantıally God, Augustine make uUusc of JIn 4.8,16 ın tacıtly
inverted form. For the ESSCHCE of theu15 the Holy Spiırıt 15 lOve;
but Ove 1s substantıally God; therefore the Holy Spirıt 1S substantıally
G0d De Trinitate 1547 31:15./18,32; however, quıte explıcıtly mploys
the inversion of JIn 4.56,16 1ın relatıon to the Holy Spirıt :The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  95  and eternal communion itself. And if this communion can ap-  propriately be called friendship, then let it be so called, but it is more  aptly called love. And this love too is a substance, because God is a  substance, and, as it is written: ‘“God is love” (1 Jn. 4.8,16)!°2).  The Holy Spirit is the communion of Father and Son which is aptly  called love. In order to show that this Holy Spirit-communion-love is  consubstantially God, Augustine make use of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 in a tacitly  inverted form. For the essence of the argument is: the Holy Spirit is love;  but love is substantially God; therefore the Holy Spirit is substantially  God. De Trinitate 15,17,31-15,18,32, however, quite explicitly employs  the inversion of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 in relation to the Holy Spirit :  ... “God is love”. When therefore God the Holy Spirit who  proceeds from God is given to men, he inflames them with love for  God and the neighbour, and he is himself love. For men do not love  God by their own power, but only with a love they receive from God  himself (ex deo). For this reason John says a little later: ““Let us  Jove, for he (Le. God) has first loved us’ (1 Jn. 4.7 & 10) ...  Therefore, the love which is from God and which is God is properly  the Holy Spirit, through whom the love of God is poured out in our  hearts (cf. Rom. 5.5). Through this love the whole Trinity dwells in  10  us. For this reason the Holy Spirit, being God, is also very rightly  called gift of God!>°).  Apropos of this text we would like to make the following three  points:  a. In line 3 we are told that the Holy Spirit is himself love, and then in  lines 7-8 that the love which is God is properly the Holy Spirit. In the  commentary on 1 John, Augustine further elaborates the latter aspect.  152) De Trinitate 6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928): ““Spiritus ergo sanctus commune  aliquid est patris et filii, quidquid- illud est, aut ipsa communio consubstantialis et  coaeterna; quae si amicitia convenienter dici potest, dicatur, sed aptius dicitur caritas; et  haec quoque substantia quia deus substantia et deus caritas sicut scriptum est”’. On the role  of the Holy Spirit in Augustine’s theology, see J.J. Verhees C.S.Sp., God in beweging. Een  onderzoek naar de pneumatologie van Augustinus, Wageningen, 1968; especially chapter VI:  “De Geest in Augustinus’ Triniteitstheologie”” (p. 265-332).  153) De Trinitate 15,17,31-15,18,32 (CC S0A, 506&508. ML 42,1082-1083): *... Deus  dilectio est. Deus igitur spiritus sanctus qui procedit ex deo, cum datus fuerit homini,  accendit eum in dilectionem dei et proximi, et ipse dilectio est. Non enim habet homo unde  deum diligat, nisi ex deo. Propter quod paulo post dicit : Non diligamus eum, quia ipse prior  dilexit nos ... Dilectio igitur quae ex deo est et deus est, proprie spiritus sanctus est, per  quem diffunditur in cordibus nostris dei caritas, per quam nos tota inhabitet trinitas.  Quocirca rectissime spiritus sanctus, cum sit deus, vocatur etiam donum dei”.*G0od 1s love  7 When therefore God the Holy Spiırıt who

proceeds from God 1s gıven INCH, he inflames them ıth love for
(G0d and the ne1ghbour, and he 1s hımself love. For men do noOoLt love
God by theır OW W!  » but only ıth ove they recelve from God
hımself (ex deo) For thıs ICasSson John SayS lıttle later °° Let us

love, for he (LE Ood) has first OVEe: us  27 In 10)The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  95  and eternal communion itself. And if this communion can ap-  propriately be called friendship, then let it be so called, but it is more  aptly called love. And this love too is a substance, because God is a  substance, and, as it is written: ‘“God is love” (1 Jn. 4.8,16)!°2).  The Holy Spirit is the communion of Father and Son which is aptly  called love. In order to show that this Holy Spirit-communion-love is  consubstantially God, Augustine make use of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 in a tacitly  inverted form. For the essence of the argument is: the Holy Spirit is love;  but love is substantially God; therefore the Holy Spirit is substantially  God. De Trinitate 15,17,31-15,18,32, however, quite explicitly employs  the inversion of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 in relation to the Holy Spirit :  ... “God is love”. When therefore God the Holy Spirit who  proceeds from God is given to men, he inflames them with love for  God and the neighbour, and he is himself love. For men do not love  God by their own power, but only with a love they receive from God  himself (ex deo). For this reason John says a little later: ““Let us  Jove, for he (Le. God) has first loved us’ (1 Jn. 4.7 & 10) ...  Therefore, the love which is from God and which is God is properly  the Holy Spirit, through whom the love of God is poured out in our  hearts (cf. Rom. 5.5). Through this love the whole Trinity dwells in  10  us. For this reason the Holy Spirit, being God, is also very rightly  called gift of God!>°).  Apropos of this text we would like to make the following three  points:  a. In line 3 we are told that the Holy Spirit is himself love, and then in  lines 7-8 that the love which is God is properly the Holy Spirit. In the  commentary on 1 John, Augustine further elaborates the latter aspect.  152) De Trinitate 6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928): ““Spiritus ergo sanctus commune  aliquid est patris et filii, quidquid- illud est, aut ipsa communio consubstantialis et  coaeterna; quae si amicitia convenienter dici potest, dicatur, sed aptius dicitur caritas; et  haec quoque substantia quia deus substantia et deus caritas sicut scriptum est”’. On the role  of the Holy Spirit in Augustine’s theology, see J.J. Verhees C.S.Sp., God in beweging. Een  onderzoek naar de pneumatologie van Augustinus, Wageningen, 1968; especially chapter VI:  “De Geest in Augustinus’ Triniteitstheologie”” (p. 265-332).  153) De Trinitate 15,17,31-15,18,32 (CC S0A, 506&508. ML 42,1082-1083): *... Deus  dilectio est. Deus igitur spiritus sanctus qui procedit ex deo, cum datus fuerit homini,  accendit eum in dilectionem dei et proximi, et ipse dilectio est. Non enim habet homo unde  deum diligat, nisi ex deo. Propter quod paulo post dicit : Non diligamus eum, quia ipse prior  dilexit nos ... Dilectio igitur quae ex deo est et deus est, proprie spiritus sanctus est, per  quem diffunditur in cordibus nostris dei caritas, per quam nos tota inhabitet trinitas.  Quocirca rectissime spiritus sanctus, cum sit deus, vocatur etiam donum dei”.Therefore, the love IC 15 from God and which LS God is properly
the Holy Spirit, through whom the Oove of God 1S poured out ın OUTI
hearts (cf. Rom 5 Through thıs OoVve the ole Irmity dwells in

10 us For thıs ICasonNn the oly Spirıt, eing God, 1s also VC rightly
called gift of God153)
Apropos of thıs texi WOU iıke make the followıng three

poımnts:
In iıne ATC told that the Holy Spirıt 1s hımself love, and then In

lınes /-8 that the love IC 18 God 1Ss properly the oly pırı In the
COomMmentary John, Augustine urther elaborates the latter aspect.

1 52) De I rınitate (L 42,928) ““Spirıtus CISO SAaNnCcTt{us COINIMNMUNG

alıquıid est patrıs falı, quıdquıd est, aut 1psa cCommun10 consubstantialıs et

cCoaeterna; quacC S1 amıcıtıa convenılenter 1CI potest, dıcatur, sed aptıus dıicıtur carıtas; ei
aecC qUOQUC substantıa qula eus substantıa ei deus Carıtas sicut scerıptum est  92 On the role
of the Holy DIrI In Augustine’s COLI0gY, SCC V} Verhees CDSD.; God In beweging. Len
onderzoek UuUar de pneumatologie VaN Augustinus, Wageningen, 1968; especlally chapter VI
T IIE ees| In Augustinus’ Trmniteujtstheologie” (p 265-332).

153) De I riınıtate 15,17,31-15,18,32 (CE 50A, 06& 508 42,1082-1083): \ Deus
dilectio est Deus ıgıtur spiırıtus SANCLIUS quı procedit deo, CU atus fuerıit hominı1,
accendiıt CUu ın dilectionem de1 et proXimı, eit 1pse 1llect10 est Non nım homo nde
eum dılıgat, 1S1 deo Propter quod paulo pOst dıcıt Non diligamus EUM, qula Ipse prior
dilexit nNOSThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  95  and eternal communion itself. And if this communion can ap-  propriately be called friendship, then let it be so called, but it is more  aptly called love. And this love too is a substance, because God is a  substance, and, as it is written: ‘“God is love” (1 Jn. 4.8,16)!°2).  The Holy Spirit is the communion of Father and Son which is aptly  called love. In order to show that this Holy Spirit-communion-love is  consubstantially God, Augustine make use of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 in a tacitly  inverted form. For the essence of the argument is: the Holy Spirit is love;  but love is substantially God; therefore the Holy Spirit is substantially  God. De Trinitate 15,17,31-15,18,32, however, quite explicitly employs  the inversion of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 in relation to the Holy Spirit :  ... “God is love”. When therefore God the Holy Spirit who  proceeds from God is given to men, he inflames them with love for  God and the neighbour, and he is himself love. For men do not love  God by their own power, but only with a love they receive from God  himself (ex deo). For this reason John says a little later: ““Let us  Jove, for he (Le. God) has first loved us’ (1 Jn. 4.7 & 10) ...  Therefore, the love which is from God and which is God is properly  the Holy Spirit, through whom the love of God is poured out in our  hearts (cf. Rom. 5.5). Through this love the whole Trinity dwells in  10  us. For this reason the Holy Spirit, being God, is also very rightly  called gift of God!>°).  Apropos of this text we would like to make the following three  points:  a. In line 3 we are told that the Holy Spirit is himself love, and then in  lines 7-8 that the love which is God is properly the Holy Spirit. In the  commentary on 1 John, Augustine further elaborates the latter aspect.  152) De Trinitate 6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928): ““Spiritus ergo sanctus commune  aliquid est patris et filii, quidquid- illud est, aut ipsa communio consubstantialis et  coaeterna; quae si amicitia convenienter dici potest, dicatur, sed aptius dicitur caritas; et  haec quoque substantia quia deus substantia et deus caritas sicut scriptum est”’. On the role  of the Holy Spirit in Augustine’s theology, see J.J. Verhees C.S.Sp., God in beweging. Een  onderzoek naar de pneumatologie van Augustinus, Wageningen, 1968; especially chapter VI:  “De Geest in Augustinus’ Triniteitstheologie”” (p. 265-332).  153) De Trinitate 15,17,31-15,18,32 (CC S0A, 506&508. ML 42,1082-1083): *... Deus  dilectio est. Deus igitur spiritus sanctus qui procedit ex deo, cum datus fuerit homini,  accendit eum in dilectionem dei et proximi, et ipse dilectio est. Non enim habet homo unde  deum diligat, nisi ex deo. Propter quod paulo post dicit : Non diligamus eum, quia ipse prior  dilexit nos ... Dilectio igitur quae ex deo est et deus est, proprie spiritus sanctus est, per  quem diffunditur in cordibus nostris dei caritas, per quam nos tota inhabitet trinitas.  Quocirca rectissime spiritus sanctus, cum sit deus, vocatur etiam donum dei”.Dılectio igıtur quaC deo est l deus SSt; proprie spirıtus SAancCTiIus est, PDCI
quem dıffundıitur ın cordıbus nostrIıs de1 carıtas, DCI quam NOS tota inhabiıtet rniıtas.
Quocirca rectissıme spirıtus Ssanctus, &403 sıt deus, VOCatur et1am donum de1”



Canning

Why Was it first stated that °love 18 from Go Jn 4./) and
19(8) that ‘“love 1S Go (cf. Jn 4.8)? For God 1S the Father, the
Son and the oly Spirıt. The Son 1s God from God, and LOO 1S
the Holy Drı And these three together ATIC ONC God, nOoT three
gods If the Son and the Holy Spirıt AdIC God, and ıf it 15 precısely the
PCISON In whom the Holy Spirıt dwells wh loves, then love mMust be
God And love 15 God because it 1S from (10d For thıs TCASON
fiınd both these assert1ons Juxtaposed ıIn thıs letter : °*love 1S from
Go: and ‘love 15 GO 27 Only of the Father 0€es Scripture nOoTt SaYy
that he 1s from God ° From Go therefore refers eıther the Son
0)8 LO the Holy Spirıt. TOom the words of the Apostle Paul, °love for
God 1S poured Out ın OUT hearts through the Holy Spirıt who 15
g]ven us  29 Rom 55 MaYy understand that the Holy Spirıt 1s
present In love 54)
Augustıine TCASONS ere not, 4S ıIn De T rinitate 69557’ from A ımplıed

inversion of Jn 48 tO the dıvinıty of the Holy Spirıt, but, conversely,
from the Holy Spirıt, wh 1S od from Go: and wh Ouft love
for God and the ne1ghbour in OUT hearts, tO the conclusıon that, because
the Holy Spirıt 1S necessarıly present 1ın love, love 15 ıtself therefore God
° Love 1S God because iıt 15 from Go OVve 1S G0d because cannot
spea of it ın the absence of the pırıt o God*??) When egn
love, God begıns we ın u and when AICcC fiılled ıth love, dIC

filled ıth the Holy pırı wh 1$ donum dei??)):
Lines O=:11 of the texti quoted above from Book 15 of De Irıiınıtate

present the Holy pırı dS gift of God For Sermo ’  n datıng from
418-419, the love poured into OUT hearts by the Holy Spirıt 18 O such A

extent the gıft of God that it 1S called God himself **.). Thıs 18

154) In Epistolam Toannıs, ir 7‚ (ML 35,2031-2032): o  Quomodo CIgO jJamdudum :
Dilectio Deo Z el modo: Dilectio Deus est. Est enım Deus ater ei Fılıus Spirıtus
Sanctus Fiıllus, Deus Deo;: Spirıtus Sanctus, Deus Deo; ei hı tres uUNUus Deus, NO  —; tres
dı S] Fılıus Deus, et Spirıtus Sanctus Deus, ei lle dılıgit in qUO habıtat Spirıtus Sanctus
CI£O dılecti0 Deus est; sed Deus qula Deo Utrumque nım habes ın Epistola; ei ıiectı0

Deo e ei Dilectio Deus est. De solo afire crıptura NO  n novıt dıicere qula Deo est
Cum au audıs Deo;: aut Fılıus intellıgıtur, auft Spirıtus Sanctus Quıa CTIO dıcıt
Apostolus: 'aritas Dei iffusa est In cordibus nNOSTtIrLS Der ‚piritum Sanctum qul atus est
nobis ; ıntellıgamus in dılectione Spirıtum Sanctum sSse  7

155) Ibid., AB 6,10 (ML 35,2026): ""Non potest SSC dılecti10 sıne Spirıtu De!l
Sımıilarly, in En In 140,2 G 40,2027 37,1816) love TOmM DUIC heart ın Tım.
.3 15 saıd be T1S who 15 Iso Go from Goi

156) In Epistolam Toannis, ir 8,12 (ML 35,2043).
157) Sermo '  z (ML 38,852-853): “ -I$ autem habeamus dılectiıonem, et

DOosSsımus habere bonam operatıonem, numquıd Ca nobıs are NO  -s CU

scerıptum sıt, Charitas Deı iffusa In cordibus nNOSTIFLS DEr Spiritum Sancium qul datus est nobis
(Rom 5.3) Charıtas deo est donum Deı ut Deus vocetur, postolo loanne dıicente,



The nity of OVe for God and Neighbour

clarıfıcatıon of the assertion of In Epistolam Toannıs, 7,6 that ° love 1s
(G0d because ıt 15 from God (ex )” When therefore Augustine ın De
Irinitate 8,8,12 states that ‘“when love OUT brother from love, love
OUI brother from God (de he 1S presumably referring SOMINC-

ıng IMNOTIC than form OT truth ı @} 1S, perhgps naturally 158) dıscerned

Deus charitas estT, e1 qul IN charitate, INn Deo9 el Deus IN JIn 16)”
Epistola ,  A (to Paulınus) ate 41 7) 57,50 33,818); ‚pistola 9  P (to
Julıana) ate 417-418) 33,849)

158) du ROy, art CHE, 442, maıntaıns that Augustine’s theologıcal episte-
mology 15 ambıguous. He had, accordıng du Roy, profound experiıence of the Spirıt,

of God radıcal personal interlor1ity, but he faıled refer thıs experience explıcıtly
enough the hıstorical inıtlatıve of God in Christ * Des lors, experience spirıtuelle
rNsque touJours de retomber nıveau une experience naturelle, philosophique
mystique” (My emphasıs). For du Roy, thıs 15 partıcularly the Casc from the beginnıng of
Book *“Maıs de lıvre [ OUuS OUuS OUVONS plan psycholog1ıque, et 1}
s’agıt seulement de Oontrer qucC |l’amour est touJours la fOo1s transıtıf ei reflechı” (p 439)
But, SINCE he consıders ose in Book in which the form of righteousness and
truth appCar ater insertions ın 1eW of the argumen incorporating knowledge of
oneself the argumen which Book 9, Augustine’s takıng the De Trinitate project
agaın er interval, sets Out develop ese must Iso be regarded
subject the rısk of fallıng back the natural, psychologıcal plane In h1s introduction
the second part of De Irınıtate in (Euvres de saınt ugustin (Bıblıotheque Augustinienne,
16), Z Hendrikx Contests the possı1bılıty implıed by du Roy of splıtting
Augustine’s search for Trinıtarıan images In human knowledge and love into [WO dıstinct
levels, such that ere would be consıderable rısk that the natural leve] WOU. reduce the
atum of al human analogıies and would thus attenuate the dısconcerting nature of
the mMYSLeTY for human [CAason Y n Yy Das, hez saınt Augustin, unNnc theorıe de la
consclıence pleiınement elaboree ındependamment de la reflex1ion SUT le mystere. Que saınt
ugustın fasse appe l’experience interleure, qu'’ıl ralisonne selon les lo1s une dialectique
ratıonnelle, qu 'ı ei utilıse les ecouvertes de Platon de Plotin, est incon-
testable Maıs cet de la ralson est integre dans mouvemen de pensee quı est suscıte
pPaI la fo1 Augustin place pas OTrS du dogme DOUT projecter SUuT u un umiere quı
viendraıt d’analogıes t1rees de ordre ree part de la plenıtude de la Revelatıon, ei S1
progres de la connalssance est possıble, 2  est qu’äa I’ınterieur de la f{Oo1 La recherche est
valable 1918) l’epreuve une explicatıon exterlieure ogme, mals la umiere une
adhesi:on quı faıt de plus plus interlieure ei profondeThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  9  clarification of the assertion of In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 7,6 that “love is  God because it is from God (ex deo)”. When therefore Augustine in De  Trinitate 8,8,12 states that ‘‘when we love our brother from love, we love  our brother from God (de deo)”, he is presumably referring to some-  thing more than form or truth which is, perhgps naturally !*®), discerned  Deus charitas est, et qui manet in charitate, in Deo manet, et Deus in eo (1 Jn. 4.16)”. Cf.  Epistola 186,3,7 (to Paulinus) (Date : 417) (CSEL 57,50. ML 33,818); Epistola 188,1,3 (to  Juliana) (Date: 417-418) (CSEL 57,121. ML 33,849).  158) J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 442, maintains that Augustine’s theological episte-  mology is ambiguous. He had, according to du Roy, a profound experience of the Spirit, a  sense of God as radical personal interiority, but he failed to refer this experience explicitly  enough to the historical initiative of God in Christ. ‘““Döes lors, cette experience spirituelle  risque toujours de retomber au niveau d’une experience naturelle, philosophique ou  mystique” (My emphasis). For du Roy, this is particularly the case from the beginning of  Book 9 on: “Mais au debut de ce livre IX, nous nous mouvons au plan psychologique, et il  s’agit seulement de montrer que l’amour est toujours ä la fois transitif et reflechi”” (p. 439).  But, since he considers those passages in Book 8 in which the form of righteousness and  truth appear as later insertions added in view of the argument incorporating knowledge of  oneself — the argument which Book 9, on Augustine’s taking up the De Trinitate project  again after an interval, sets out to develop — these passages must also be regarded as  subject to the risk of falling back to the natural, psychological plane. In his introduction to  the second part of De Trinitate in (Euvres de saint Augustin (Bibliotheque Augustinienne,  16), p. 10 & 12, E. Hendrikx contests the possibility implied by du Roy of splitting  Augustine’s search for Trinitarian images in human knowledge and love into two distinct  levels, such that there would be considerable risk that the natural level would reduce the  datum of faith to human analogies and would thus attenuate the disconcerting nature of  the mystery for human reason. ‘Il n’y a pas, chez saint Augustin, une theorie de la  conscience pleinement €laboree independamment de la reflexion sur le mystere. Que saint  Augustin fasse appel ä l’experience interieure, qu’il raisonne selon les lois d’une dialectique  rationnelle, qu’il reprenne et utilise les de&couvertes de Platon ou de Plotin, c’est incon-  testable. Mais cet effort de la raison est integre dans un mouvement de pensee qui est suscite  par la foi. Augustin ne se place pas hors du dogme pour projecter sur lui une lumiere qui  viendrait d’analogies tirees de l’ordre cree. Il part de la plenitude de la Revelation, et si un  progres de la connaissance est possible, ce n’est qu’ä l’interieur de la foi. La recherche est  valable non ä l’epreuve d’une explication exterieure au dogme, mais ä la lumiere d’une  adhesion qui se fait de.plus en plus interieure et profonde ... Il ne s’agit pas 1ä d’abord d’une  analyse psychologique, mais ontologique, et cette ontologie elle-me&me est fondee sur la  Revelation””. [On du Roy’s insertion claim, see art. cit., p. 433, n. 82: “Je conjecture  qu’Augustin aura insere, apres une premiere redaction de ce livre VIII, deux passages dont  le premier va de 4,6 ä 6,9 (P.L. XLIL951-956), le second etant constitue par le chap. 9,13  (ibid., 959-960)”. This theory, however, presupposes, between the composition of Books 8  and 9, a lapse of a certain period of time during which Augustine gained the fresh insight  necessary to break out of the impasse, which du Roy sees as blocking the Doctor’s progress  at the end of Book 8,8,12, and to make a fresh start on the basis of self-love and self-  knowledge at the beginning of Book 9. The external evidence, however, does not support  this supposed break between Books 8 and 9. See E. Hendrikx on the date of composition of  De Trinitate in (Euvres de saint Augustin (Bibliotheque Augustinienne, 15) p. 557-566 (ie.  note 2); especially, p. 562-563. ‘On peut affirmer avec assez de certitude qu’Augustin, en  composant son trait€ sur la Trinite, avait devant les yeux un plan fondamental esquisse aus’agıt pas la d’abord une
analyse psycholog1ique, ma1ls ontolog1ique, ei ceite ontologıe elle-meme est fondee SUT la
Revelatıon’. |On du Roy’s insertion claım, SCC art H. 433, “ Je conJjecture
qu Augustın UTa insere, apres une premiere redaction de lıvre VIIL deux dont
le premier de 6, (P.1L X  g  1-95  P le second etan' constitue par le chap 9,13
(ibid., 959-960)”. hıs eOTY, however, PTESUDP OSCS, between the composıtıon of Books
and 9, apse of certaın per10d of time durıng which Augustine gained the Tes insıght
NECESSATY Trea2. outft of the iımpasse, which du ROoy SCC$S ockıng the Octor’s
al the end of Book 8,8,12, and make TeSs!| the basıs of self-love and self-
Knowledge al the beginnıng of Book Ihe xternal evidence, however, does not support
thıs supposed break between Books an See Hendrikx the date of composıtion of
De T rinitate ın (Euvres de saınt ugustın (Bıblıotheque Augustinienne, 15) 557-566 (1.e.
ote especlally, 562-563 ‘On peut affırmer VECC de certitude qu ’ Augustin,
Composan SO  >; traıte SUT la Trinıte, avaıt devant les VCUX plan fondamental esquısse



0® Canning

and understood wıthın hımself by DECISON wh loves rıghteous l1ves in
conformıiıty wıth ıt (ex forma el veritate ) L 59)_ At least Dy the time De
T rinitate W as publıshed dSs whole In mıd-419, Augustine WOU ave
understood the OVve wıth which Oove OUT brother d INOTE than
ea form of rıghteousness, the OIm and model of love, iC 1S rooted
In God and 1C perce1lve inwardly ; 4S INOTC therefore han the
solute 00d mplıed In all human knowıng and willing  160). 1S
evident from Book 15 hat the love 1C 1S (GG0od because ‘“{Irom Go 1S
the oly Spirıt, such that, when DCISON 1S saıd in Book Ove the
brother ‘“{rom Ove  79 (de dilectione ), then the Holy Spirıt, who 15
consubstantıal wıth the Father and the Son and indeed “donum del”, 15
both the lıving SOUICC of thıs love and 1S actually present ın ıt 161). f Oove

moOo1ns grandes lıgnes. En et, des le debut de SO  —; entreprIise, 1] ProposSa but
l’approfondissement de notre connaıssance du mystere trmıtaıire A de SOM analogıe
VECC la vie de l’esprit de I’homme, quı forme precısement l’objet de la partıe de SOM
traıte (p 562) Moreover, from the pomnt of 1eW of internal criter1a, the alleged inserted

do noft clearly interrupt the Mow of Book OW of er solution than
that they WEeTIC ater In 1e6W of development that had nOL een antıcıpated when hıs
Book Was orıgınally dictated].

159) See De Irinıtate 8,6,9 (CC 50, 283 42,956)
160) du ROYy, art. cıt., 437, SCCS the love ımplıed ın human love of neıghbour
dılectione dılıgımus fratrem’ : De I rınıtate ,  ’ the termınus ad QUCIN of

‘“ 1”’actıon objectivante de la reflexion d’Augustın, LTOp foncıerement introspect1ve . (
436 Yıa harıte est toujJours necessaırement reflechıe meme qu’extravertie”.

Thıs, however, tOO0O easıly evokes the suspicıon of navel-gazıng: objectifıed realıty,
SOolute Good-Love, reflectıvely perce1ved In ne s  O, OW inwardness. Ihe Impression 1S
thereby gıven hat sSsolute Good-Love-God 18 presentT, vVven ıf inwardly and reflex1vely,

object that Can be grasped NnOTL dıssımılarly other objects. Rahner, art C 245;
provıdes cCorrective thıs approac. 1C 18 closer Augustine’s thought than the (J0d-
objectivism ascr1ıbed hım by du Roy “God 1S primarıly and orıginally gıven ın (or as) the
transcendental, unclassıfıed horızon of the knowıng and actıng intentionalıty of INan and
NOTL "object’ represented by ıdea ıth thıs INn wıthın horizon . 238 All
interhuman love n  18 orıentated Oowards God, nOLT iındeed by explıicıtly categorısed motıve
but98  R. Canning  and understood within himself by a person who loves righteous lives in  conformity with it (ex ea forma et veritate)‘>°°). At least by the time De  Trinitate was published as a whole in mid-419, Augustine would have  understood the love with which we love our brother as more than an  ideal form of righteousness, the norm and model of love, which is rooted  in God and which we perceive inwardly; as more therefore than the  Absolute Good implied in all' human knowing and willing!°°). It is  evident from Book 15 that the love which is God because ‘‘from God” is  the Holy Spirit, such that, when a person is said in Book 8 to love the  brother ‘from love” (de dilectione), then the Holy Spirit, who is  consubstantial with the Father and the Son and indeed ‘‘donum dei”, ıs  both the living source of this love and is actually present in it!°!). Iflove  moins en grandes lignes. En effet, des le debut de son entreprise, il se proposa comme but  l’approfondissement de notre connaissance du mystere trinitaire au moyen de son analogie  avec la vie de l’esprit de lI’homme, ce qui forme precisement l’objet de la 2° partie de son  traite”” (p. 562). Moreover, from the point of view of internal criteria, the alleged inserted  passages do not so clearly interrupt the flow of Book 8 as to allow of no other solution than  that they were added later in view of a development that had not been anticipated when this  Book was originally dictated].  159) See De Trinitate 8,6,9 (CC 50, 283. ML 42,956).  160) J.B. du Roy, art.'cit., p. 437, sees the love implied in human love of neighbour  (“de dilectione diligimus fratrem’””: De Trinitate 8,8,12) as the terminus ad quem of  “l’action objectivante de la reflexion d’Augustin, trop foncierement introspective”. Cf.  p- 436: “La charite est toujours necessairement reflechie en m&me temps qu’extravertie”.  This, however, too easily evokes the suspicion of navel-gazing: an objectified reality,  Absolute Good-Love, reflectively perceived in one’s own inwardness. The impression is  thereby given that Absolute Good-Love-God is present, even if inwardly and reflexively, as  an object that can be grasped not dissimilarly to other objects. K. Rahner, art. cit., p. 245,  provides a corrective to this approach which is closer to Augustine’s thought than the God-  objectivism ascribed to him by du Roy: ‘‘God is primarily and originally given in (or as) the  transcendental, unclassified horizon of the knowing and acting intentionality of man and  not as an ‘object’ represented by an idea with this in within horizon”. Cf. p. 238: All  interhuman love “is orientated towards God, not indeed by an explicitly categorised motive  but ... by its inescapably given transcendental‘ horizon, which is given gratuitously by  God’s always prevenient saving grace”.  161) It would be a mistake to understand the love which is the Holy Spirit as being  largely a figure in Augustine’s intra-Trinitarian speculations, without having any direct or  important role to play in the actual history of our salvation. On God who makes himself  salvifically present in the Spirit, see J.J. Verhees, God in beweging, p. 343-344 : “Voor het  overige wordt de heilspresentie van de Geest in de Kerk weliswaar voorgesteld als  geconditioneerd door Christus’ actuele heilsbemiddeling — sub tanto capite uno eius Spiritu  fidelia membra vegetantur —, maar op de aard en het karakter van die heilsbemiddeling  wordt niet nader ingegaan. Hetzelfde geldt met betrekking tot de samenhang die een enkele  maal wordt aangegeven tussen de heilsactiviteit van de Geest enerzijds en de historische,  verleden heilsdaden van Jezus anderzijds. Degenen die de triniteitstheologie van de  bisschop ooit essentialistisch hebben genoemd, hebben in zoverre gelijk dat de heilshistorieDy 1ts inescapabily gıven transcendental hor1ızon, 1C° 1S gıven gratuıtousliy Dy

always prevenilent savıng grace”.
161) It would be mistake understand the love 1C 15 the Holy Spirıt being

largely figure ıIn Augustine’s intra- Irınıtarıan speculatıons, wıthout havıng an y dırect
important role play ın the actual hıstory of OUT salvatıon. On God who makes hımself
salvıfıcally present ın the Spirıt, SCC Verhees, God IN beweging, ““ Voor het
over1ıge wordt de heilspresentie Vd  - de ees ın de erk welıswaar voorgesteld als
gecondıtioneerd OOT Christus’ actuele heilsbemiddelıng sub capıte UNO IUS Spirıtu
fidelia membra vegetantur INaadal de ard het arakter Van dıe heilsbemiddelıng
WOT' 1et nader ingegaan. Hetzelfde ge. met betrekkıng tot de samenhang dıe CC enkele
maal WOT'! daNnsCcBCVCH {ussen de heılsactıvıteıt Vanll de ees enerzijds de hıstorische,
verleden heilsdaden Va  — Jezus anderz1ıjds. Degenen dıe de trinıteitstheologıe Vd  — de
bısschop o1lt essentlalıstisch hebben genoemd, hebben In ZUVEIIC gelıjk dat de heılshıstorie
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1S so great gıft of (G0d AdSs be (G0d hımself, then, in relatıon {O “lovıng
the brother from love  HR Aga6sse’s conclusions MaYy be SCCTH be
Justifıed : people Can OVve (J0d and the ne1ıghbour only ıth Oove they
recelve from God: and (GJ0d the first subject of ove (C£. Jn 4.10),
communicates us progressively hıs OW ACI of lovıng, 1.e the Holy
Spirıt. In that, in De I rinitate 8,68,12, the OoVve OVEe! 1s the SOUTITCC (de
dilectione of continumg Ove of ne1ghbour and constantly callıng ıt
forth ©: thıs ove IC 1S God the oly Spirıt enters into the Vec
heart of OVEe of ne1ighbour ıtself. The donum del 1s much the fabrıc of
ove for ne1ıghbour that Augustine SCCS contradıction In callıng
brotherly Oove ıtself God 163)

In De I rınıtate 6,3.7 read that uby gıift (LE the Holy Spirıt)
ATC ON amongst ourselves and ON spırıt wıth Hım (OE Cor S77}

because OUT soul clings fast Hım ” 164)' Thıs SdInle gıft 1s surely al work
when Augustine speaks of ove-God As unıting us {O ONC another and
God “Embrace ove-God and embrace God wıth love. 15 love ıtself
1G unıtes all the g0o0od angels and all the of (J0d in the bond
of holıness and 1C ]Jo1ns us and them OIMC another and makes us

ubject LO ıtself”’ 165)' RBut through thıs gıft of love (CL. Rom SIN (God
Irom God, 1C 1s properly the Holy Spirıt, the ole TIrınty dwells ın

als verleden gebeuren dırecte Wwıjze ınderdaa: nauwelijks fungeert ın dıe theologıe.
Anders 18 het gesteld mel ods heilsnabıyheid als actueel gebeuren. Vanuıiıt dıt actuee]
gebeuren nl., z0oals het beschreven wordt In de Schrift, 1et Augustinus de God Va  — de
bıybel-christelijke tradıtıe als Dn (G0od dıe In de ees 111611 S5- wereldnabıi] 1S, eilsgo 15
Zelfs Wäaal, In C ger1]Jpt werk als het Enchiridion, het hıstorısch feıt Vd  - de incarnatıe ter

sprake komt, 15 het de Geest OOT wıe (30d In Jezus heilsnabı) komt 4an en De
begenadiging Van de INECMNS Jezus mM Ooes iın de Schrift als begenadiging-door-de-Geest
worden aangeduıld, quila IDSEe proprıe S1IC est deus, ul dicatur etiam dei donum. 0als de INeNS

Jezus iınvalspoort werd OOÖOT de genade In de t1]d, 1S de ees dıt als donum donabile, als
ods bereidheid tOL zelfmededelıng, Va  - eeuwigheıd”.

162) In fact, ın De Trinitate 9,6,11 168 42,96 7), ““rıghteousness’”’ 15 saıd
command love of neighbour: £  g iıdemque 11101 ab intentione perfruend1 ad ıntentionem
consulend\1, incommutabiılıiı desuper ustıt1a ubente deflexus est  K It 18 nOTt INCONZTUOUS that
the “love Ooved’’ of 8,8,12 cshould exercıse the S$aJImne function.

163) De I riınıtate 8,8,12 (l 42,958) "Ista context10 satıs aperteque
declarat eandem 1psam fraternam dılectionem (nam fraterna dılect10 est qua dılıgımus
Invicem) 10  . solum deo sed et1am eum CSSC auctorıtate praedıcarı .

164) Ibid., 657 CC 42,928) ‘  & eal quı1a 1DS1US INUNETC inter NOS

UuNum ; CUu 1Ilo autem NUS Spirıtus, qula agglutinatur anıma nOsSiIra DOSL eum  W
165) Ibid., 8,8,12 (Ct 50,286-87 42,957) ‘“Amplectere dılectionem-deum el

dılectione amplectere eum Ipsa est dılect10 quac bonos angelos el de1
COnsoclat vinculo sanctıtatıs, NOSYUC ei ıllos conıungıt INnvicem nobıs ei subiungıt sıbı ”
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u  N 166). The Holy Spirıit, wh Outft upOoN all creatures hıs ıimmense
generosıty and abundance that due order May be preserved, 15
precisely the SWeEEeINESS of the Father and the Son 167). Thıs SWeetness of
the Father and the Son SCCS it that AdIC unıted ONEC another and
God Therefore, eing steeped ın the Ssweetiness of the Father and the
Son, 1C Causes the ole Trmmıity wWwWe ın usS, oug nOT to be
concel1ved solely In of G0od ın the heart of the indıvıdual lover, but
also essentially In relatıon the communıty of ** qal] the g00d angels and
all the of God ın the bond of holiness”. Community amongst
human beings forms fundamental dımensıon of the due order IC
Can be preserved thanks the abundant and outpouring of the
Holy Spirıt, the SsSweeitiness of the Father and the Son. Dy 1C the ole
Trinty we ın us In these existent1a]l Augustine INAaYy
ell be taken al hıs word when he makes the bold claım: °°But yYOU do
indeed sCC the Trinıity ıf yOUu SCC OVve  27 168). All OVve 1S gıift, the Holy Spirıt
wh makes the ole Trinity present: fraternal love 15 called God
because it 1S such extient ‘“from Go ASs be (30d hımself.

The Inversion of JIn 4.5,16 IN other love of God love of neighbour

1s love  29 JIn 4.8) What INOTEC COUu be sald, sisters and
brothers? 8 WEeIC ear only thıs ONC word from the mouth of

Spirıt, od 1S I0VE. . it WOU be quıte sufficıent. If
throughout thıs entıire epistle and the rest of Scripture nothıng al all
WeTC saı1d In pralise of love, WOU nOoTt ave search anı y
urther 69)

Jn 4.8, therefore, O contaın the MOST fundamental SCIT1P-
tural eachıng love: °Go: 1S love  95 In the exi SCITIHNON JIn
however, ın sımılar spırıt of enthusı1asm for JIn 4 Augustine shıfts
the perspective: °John COU not ave recommended ove INOTEC hıghly

166) Ibid., 51832 ( 0A,508 42,1083): * DDıilectio igıtur qQuacC deo est
eus est, proprie spiırıtus SAancCctius esL, DCTI QUECIN dıffundıtur in cordıbus nostrIıs de1 carıtas.,
pCI qU amı NOSs tOTLa inhabıtat triınıtas”.

167) Ibid., y  'g C 42,932) v  S ei est In trinıtate spirıtus SanCc(Ttus,
NO  — genitus, sed genitorIis genitique Suavıtas ingent! largıtate uDertate perfundens

creaturas PDIO u  9 ut ordınem SUUTMM eneant ei locıs Su1s acqulescant .
168) Ibid., 8,8,12 (CC 42,958) "Immo CIO vides trinıtatem, S1 carıtatem

vides’”.
169) In Epistolam Toannıs, ır 7‚ (ML 3520319: "Qul Deus dilectio est Quıid

amplıus dıcı potult, Tatres S1 nı de laude dılectionıs dicetur DCT iıstas pagınas
huJus Epistolae, S1 nıhıl omnıno PCTI Cefieras pagınas Scripturarum, ei hoc solum NUum

audıremus de [0]0 > pırıtus De1i Quıia Deus dilectio est; nıhıl amplıus eberemus .
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than ave called ıt Go 170). Twiıce ın summarısıng the argumen of
Book of De I rınıtate the ageing bıshop us that Scripture ca love
God, and that through thıs love, äG 1S el quod aAMAalTUr, el AMOT,
the Trinity begıns appCar the perceptive 171)_ The love ıthi
the commentar JIn and De Irinitate, Book S, ATC specıfically
concerned, however 18 clearly ove of ne1ghbour, fraternal love. We MaYy
Sa y then that the highest recommendatıon 1S gıven there fraternal love
by the fact ıt 15 called God

The penultımate the fiırst letter of John takes agaın the
theme of ° love of love  27 famılıar from De I rınıtate:

° How Can OoOMCONC wh oe€es nNnOT love hıs brother whom he N
love God whom he O€es NnOTL SCC n (1Jn 4.20) How 1s thıs? Does the
PCISON who loves hıs brother Oove God also? Yes he wh loves hıs
brother necessarıly loves God:;: he cCannot do otherwise than love
love iıtself. PCISON cannot love hıs brother wıthout lovıng love. He
necessarıly loves love. But oes the fact that OINMNCONC loves love
INCAall that he therefore loves God? Indeed it oes In lovıng ove
PCeTSON loves God YOou haven’t forgotten hat Was sa1d lıttle
earlıer ın JIn od 1S love  27 JIn 4.8,16)? If God 1S love, then
whoever loves Ove loves God There{fore, love YOUI brother and be
wıthout fear. You cannot Sa y love IN Y brother, but not God Just
ASs ıt 15 lıe 5Sd y . love (GG0d’ if yYyOUu do nOoT love yYOUI brother,
yYOUu ATC deceiving yourself when yYOU SaYy E love IN Y brother’ ıf yOUu
1n hat yYOU do nOT love God PCISON wh: loves hıs brother

ıS necessarıly loves love ıtself ; and love 1s God:;: therefore he who loves
hıs brother necessarıly loves God*/*)
“In lovıng love, PCISOM loves Go (lınes 7-8) ‘”Therefore, Ove

170) Ibid., Er 8,14 (ML 35,2044) ‘‘Amplıus tıbı 1O  - potult dılecti0 commendarı,
quam ut dıiceretur Deus’”.

171) De I rınıtate I3 (CC 0A,465 42,1060): bi ei pPCI carıtatem quacl in
ser1pturıis sanctıs eus dıcta estL, pCI qUam coepıt utcumque et1am rınıtas intellegentibus
» sıcut Sunt ei quod amatur, ei MOr  2 Cf. y  ' (KZE. 0A,472
42,1064).

172) In Epistolam Ioannıs, Er. 9,10 (ML 35,2052): “"“Qui nım AON diligit fratrem SUMUIN

quem videt : Deum quem NOn videt, quomodo potest diligere ! Quıid ergo? Quıi dılıgıt fratrem,
dılıgit ei Deum? ecesse est ut dılıgat Deum, NECCESSC est ut dılıgat 1psam dılectionem.
Numquıd potest ılıgere fratrem, ei NO  - ılıgere dılectionem ecesse est ut dılıgat
dılect1ionem. Quid CIO, quıla dılıgıt dılect1ıonem, iıdeo dılıgıt Deum? Utique 1ıdeo. Dılıgendo
dılectionem Deum dılıgıt. An oblıtus quod paulo nte dixist1 : Deus u©iecti0o est? S1 Deus
dılect10, qU1SQquU1s dılıgıt dılectionem Deum dılıgıt Dılıge CIgO fratrem, ei SCCUITUS STO. Non

dicere : Dılıgo fratrem, sed 10O  —_ dılıgo Deum. Quomodo mentirıs S1 dıcas: ‘Dılıgo
Deum)’, quando NO dılıgıs fratrem ; SIC allerıs, quando dicis: ‘Dılıgo fratrem), SI quıa
NO  — dılıgıs IDeum. ecesse est quı dılıgıs fratrem, dılıgas 1psam dılectiıonem ; iecti0o autem
Deus est NECCECSSC est CISO ut Deum dılıgat QqU1SQqUI1S dılıgıt fratrem)’).
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yYOUTr brother and be wıthout fear  9 (lines 10-1 1), for DCISON cannot
love hıs brother wıthout lovıng love  79 ıne 5 and °love 1s Goi ıne 153
The corollary of thıs 1s stra1ıg.  orward if OoONne aıls love nes brother,
God 1s opposed 173). 1 can d hlıttle love God wıthout lovıng brother as

Can love INY brother wıthout lovıng God If G0d 1s opposed when
fraternal love 15 ackıng, then he 1s favoured when it 1S present, because
love ıtself 1S ruly favoured, and thıs love 15 God As 10,4 DULts ıt,
love iıtself makes God present * “*). We ave already deser1ibed the love
that makes God present and In the absence ofC G0d 1s opposed ıts
an dIiIc stretched Out in a1d the DOOT and ıts CYVCS full of cCompassıon
for those In need * *?). Thıs 15 the OVve that 1S promoted, favoured, and
OVE: when the ne1ighbour 18 OVEe: In ıt the Holy Spırıt, from whom it

and hrough whom it 1s poured Oout, INaYy be dıscerned ; the OoOVve
OVEe': 15 hıs personal gıift, the Sweetiness of the Father and the Son, ASs ıt 15
accepted by human beings ın the practice of fraternal love*/?). Yet the
ove OVEe! May also be SC from another perspective be elated
T1S and the Father Just ASs PCISON cannot love hıs brother wıthout
lovıng 10ve, 910)8 Can be do wıthout lovıng rst, for the brother 15 A

member of Christ And, because Chriıst 1S the Son of God, ONC cannot
love hım wıthout also lovıng the Father ‘“ Love cannot be splı egın
lovıng somewhere, and the rest ll oH6oWwW? *0 In TAC 9,10 of In
Epistolam Toannıs ıt INa Yy ell be for the rTeason that Augustine SCCS OVe
ASs eing much of ONC plece, as deally ..  ne Chriıst lovıng hımse.
that .. person wh loves hıs brother necessarily loves love tself, and

SINCEe) love 1$ God, therefore he who loves hıs brother necessarily
loves GO 29 (lines 14-16 Oove forms such unıty hat ıt COU noTt
otherwIise. Therefore, when Ove OUT brother genumnely, INaYy be

l73) Ibid., er 7 O (ML 35,2031): “Audıs hıc ab Spirıtu Del1, Deus dilectio est lam S1
audes, fac contra Deum, olı ılıgere ratrem suum .

l74) Ibid., tr. 10,4 (ML 35,2057;102  R. Canning  your brother and be without fear”” (lines 10-11), for ‘‘a person cannot  love his brother without loving love” (line 5), and ‘“love is God” (line 15).  The corollary of this is straightforward: if one fails to love one’s brother,  God is opposed ! ”*). I can as little love God without loving my brother as  I can love my brother without loving God. I£f God is opposed when  fraternal love is lacking, then he is favoured when it is present, because  love itself is truly favoured, and this love is God. As tract 10,4 puts it,  love itself makes God present‘’*). We have already described the love  that makes God present and in the absence of which God is opposed: its  hands are stretched out in aid to the poor and its eyes full of compassion  for those in need*”>). This is the love that is promoted, favoured, and  loved, when the neighbour is loved. In it the Holy Spirit, from whom it  stems and through whom it is poured out, may be discerned; the love  loved is his personal gift, the sweetness of the Father and the Son, as it is  accepted by human beings in the practice of fraternal love!7°). Yet the  love loved may also be seen from another perspective to be related to  Christ and to the Father. Just as a person cannot love his brother without  loving love, nor can be do so without loving Christ, for the brother is a  member of Christ. And, because Christ is the Son of God, one cannot  love him without also loving the Father. ‘‘Love cannot be split up. Begin  loving somewhere, and the rest will follow”!77). In tract 9,10 of In  Epistolam Toannis it may well be for the reason that Augustine sees love  as being so much of one piece, as ideally ‘‘“one Christ loving himself”,  that ‘“a person who loves his brother necessarily loves love itself, and  (that since) love is God, therefore he who loves his brother necessarily  loves God” (lines 14-16). Love forms such a unity that it could not  otherwise. Therefore, when we love our brother genuinely, we may be  173) Jbid., tr. 7,5 (ML 35,2031): ‘“Audis hic ab Spiritu Dei, Dewus dilectio est. Iam si  audes, fac contra Deum, et noli diligere fratrem suum’”.  17%*) Jbid., tr. 10,4 (ML 35,2057): “... ipse amor praesentem me tibi facit”.  175) Jbid., tr. 7,10 (ML 35,2034).  176) Jbid., tr.+7,6 (ML 35,2031-2032). Cf. Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,8 (CC  36,175. ML 35,1532) for which it is in the actual loving that the source of love for  neighbour comes to light: “Dilige ergo proximum, et intuere in te unde diligis proximum ;  ibi videbis, ut poteris, deum. Incipe ergo diligere proximum. Frange esurienti panem tuum ...  (Is. 58.7). Faciens autem ista quid consequeris? Tunc erumpet velut matutina lux tua (Is.  58.8). Lux tua deus tuus est ...”.  177) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10,3 (ML 35,2055-2056): “Si autem diligis fratrem,  forte fratrem diligis, et Christum non diligis? Quomodo, quando membra Christi diligis?  Cum ergo membra Christi diligis: Christum diligis; cum Christum diligis: Filium Dei  diligis; cum Filium Dei diligis, et Patrem diligis. Non potest ergo separari dilectio. Elige tibi  quid diligas; sequuntur te cetera”.ıpse INOT praesentem tıbı facıt  LA
l75) Ibid., 8 7,10 (ML 35,2034).
176) Ibid., tr.=/,6 (ML 390  < ( T ractatus INn Evangelium Toannıs 17,8 169

33:3532) for 1C it 18 In the actual lovıng that the SOUTITCEC of love for
neıghbour 1g. “Dılıge CIgO proximum, ei intuere In te nde dılıgıs DroxXimum ;
ıbı videbis, ut poterIs, deum. Incıpe CIgO dılıgere proximum. Frange esurient! [uUuuUum102  R. Canning  your brother and be without fear”” (lines 10-11), for ‘‘a person cannot  love his brother without loving love” (line 5), and ‘“love is God” (line 15).  The corollary of this is straightforward: if one fails to love one’s brother,  God is opposed ! ”*). I can as little love God without loving my brother as  I can love my brother without loving God. I£f God is opposed when  fraternal love is lacking, then he is favoured when it is present, because  love itself is truly favoured, and this love is God. As tract 10,4 puts it,  love itself makes God present‘’*). We have already described the love  that makes God present and in the absence of which God is opposed: its  hands are stretched out in aid to the poor and its eyes full of compassion  for those in need*”>). This is the love that is promoted, favoured, and  loved, when the neighbour is loved. In it the Holy Spirit, from whom it  stems and through whom it is poured out, may be discerned; the love  loved is his personal gift, the sweetness of the Father and the Son, as it is  accepted by human beings in the practice of fraternal love!7°). Yet the  love loved may also be seen from another perspective to be related to  Christ and to the Father. Just as a person cannot love his brother without  loving love, nor can be do so without loving Christ, for the brother is a  member of Christ. And, because Christ is the Son of God, one cannot  love him without also loving the Father. ‘‘Love cannot be split up. Begin  loving somewhere, and the rest will follow”!77). In tract 9,10 of In  Epistolam Toannis it may well be for the reason that Augustine sees love  as being so much of one piece, as ideally ‘‘“one Christ loving himself”,  that ‘“a person who loves his brother necessarily loves love itself, and  (that since) love is God, therefore he who loves his brother necessarily  loves God” (lines 14-16). Love forms such a unity that it could not  otherwise. Therefore, when we love our brother genuinely, we may be  173) Jbid., tr. 7,5 (ML 35,2031): ‘“Audis hic ab Spiritu Dei, Dewus dilectio est. Iam si  audes, fac contra Deum, et noli diligere fratrem suum’”.  17%*) Jbid., tr. 10,4 (ML 35,2057): “... ipse amor praesentem me tibi facit”.  175) Jbid., tr. 7,10 (ML 35,2034).  176) Jbid., tr.+7,6 (ML 35,2031-2032). Cf. Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,8 (CC  36,175. ML 35,1532) for which it is in the actual loving that the source of love for  neighbour comes to light: “Dilige ergo proximum, et intuere in te unde diligis proximum ;  ibi videbis, ut poteris, deum. Incipe ergo diligere proximum. Frange esurienti panem tuum ...  (Is. 58.7). Faciens autem ista quid consequeris? Tunc erumpet velut matutina lux tua (Is.  58.8). Lux tua deus tuus est ...”.  177) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 10,3 (ML 35,2055-2056): “Si autem diligis fratrem,  forte fratrem diligis, et Christum non diligis? Quomodo, quando membra Christi diligis?  Cum ergo membra Christi diligis: Christum diligis; cum Christum diligis: Filium Dei  diligis; cum Filium Dei diligis, et Patrem diligis. Non potest ergo separari dilectio. Elige tibi  quid diligas; sequuntur te cetera”.(Is 58./) Facıens autem ista quıd consequerıs ? Tunc erumpel vVelu.: matutina [uxXx [uUGa (Is
58.8) Lux {[ua eus [UUS est

l77) In Epistolam loannıs, IT 10,3 (ML Ö:  - “*l autem dılıgıs fratrem,
forte ratrem dılıgıs, TIsStum 1918}  —_ dılıgıs? Quomodo, quando membra Christı dılıgıs?
Cum CIBO membra Christı dılıgis: Christum dılıgıs; Cu Christum dılıgıs Fılıum De1
dılıg1s; CUu Fılıluum De1 dılıgıs, ei Patrem dılıgıs Non potest CrgZO separarı 1lecCct10 1ge t1bı
quıd dılıgas; sequuntur cetera .
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wıthout fear that anythıng essentı1al ıll be ackıng love, for that love 15
(GJ0d 1ts COIe

ere aATeC at least 1ve other instances of the invers10n, OT mplıed
invers10n, of Jn 4.8,16 in love of God love of ne1ghbourE
ese, however, do nOot contaın an Yy reference love of love; theır
tendency 1s rather tO STrESS the indwellıng of (G0od iın those wh: love, wh
AdICc envisıoned A the temple of God 178) the seat and the CIty of God 179)'
In En In DS 149,4 ıt 15 stated that, ıf ove dwells ın person’s COonsclenCe,
he has only direct hıs attention there ın order SCC God 80) 15 tO be
recalled, however, that thıs OoOve 1Cc PCISON descries wellıng In hıs
CONscIlence o€es nOT lıve there ıIn gentlemanly For, accordıng En
IN DS 99,5, ..  1n the Casure hat that love W ın YOU IC moulds yOUu
and ca yOUu back eıng 1ıke God, 111l yOULr Oove also extend
yOUT enemı1es’”’ 181). By growing 1ıke God through Oove of enemı1es, ...  you
COMC closer hım and experence hım INOTEC deeply in the CasSsure that
love W: In YOU for love 15 also God "’ 182)_ As In Epistolam
Toannıs 9,2 poımts Out, however, the expression “love W In 27  you 1$
nOoTt be solate: from ıts explanatory complement, 1.e€ ...  you SL1OW ıIn
love  29 183 progress1ive indwellıng 15 be regarde: in the 1g of
OUT wellıng ıIn hım We we in ove-God, the ON hand, hrough
showıng COMNCEIN for ONC another***) and hrough lovıng hım wh
already lıves ın OUT Mdst P and, the other hand, hrough eing

178) Sermo 350,1 (ML 39,1533):The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  103  without fear that anything essential will be lacking to love, for that love is  God to its core.  There are at least five other instances of the inversion, or implied  inversion, of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 in love of God - love of neighbour contexts.  These, however, do not contain any reference to love of love; their  tendency is rather to stress the indwelling of God in those who love, who  are envisioned as the temple of God!”8), the seat and the city of God!”7?).  In En. in ps. 149,4 it is stated that, if love dwells in a person’s conscience,  he has only to direct his attention there in order to see God*®°). It is to be  recalled, however, that this love which a person descries dwelling in his  conscience does not live there in gentlemanly ease. For, according to En.  in ps. 99,5, ‘in the measure that that love grows in you which moulds you  and calls you back to being like God, so will your love also extend to  your enemies’’!8!), By growing like God through love of enemies, ‘‘you  come closer to him and experience him more deeply in the measure that  love grows in you — for love is also God ...””!®2), As In Epistolam  Ioannis tr. 9,2 points out, however, the expression ‘“love grows in you” is  not to be isolated from its explanatory complement, i.e. ‘‘you grow in  love””1!83. God’s progressive indwelling is to be regarded in the light of  our dwelling in him. We dwell in love-God, on the one hand, through  showing concern for one another‘®*) and through loving him who  already lives in our midst*®>, and, on the other hand, through being  178) Sermo 350,1 (ML 39,1533): ““... nec dubitari ullo modo potest, quod templum  Dei sit homo, in quo habitat charitas. Dicit enim et Ioannes, Deus charitas est””. The love  mentioned in context is that of the neighbour as in Jn. 13.34.  179) En. in ps. 98,4 (CC 39,1381. ML 37,1260-1261): ‘“Habeto ergo caritatem in  deum et in proximum, et eris sedes dei ... Homines enim amantes se invicem, et amantes  deum suum qui in illis habitat, faciunt civitatem dei. Quia lege quadam civitas continetur;  lex ipsa eorum, caritas est; et ipsa caritas, deus est; aperte enim scriptum est: deus caritas  est. Qui ergo plenus est caritate, plenus est deo; et multi pleni caritate, civitatem faciunt  de6””  18°) En. in ps. 149,4 (CC 40,2181. ML 37,1952): “Quisquis habet caritatem, utquid  illum mittimus longe, ut videat deum? Conscientiam suam adtendat, et ibi videt deum. Si  caritas ibi non habitat, non ibi habitat deus; si autem caritas ibi habitat, deus ibi habitat”.  181) En. in ps. 99,5 (CC 39,1396. ML 37,1952): ‘“In quantum autem in te caritas  crescit, efficiens te et revocans te ad similitudinem dei, pertendit usque ad inimicos ...”  182) En. in ps. 99,6 (CC 39,1396. ML 37,1274): “Et cum accedere coeperis similis, et  persentiscere deum, quantum in te caritas crescit, quia et caritas deus est ...”.  183) In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 9,2 (ML 35,2045): ‘“Nam si caritas Deus est, nec proficit  nec deficit Deus: sic dicitur proficere in te caritas, quia tu in ea proficis”.  18*) Ibid., tr. 7,10 (ML 35,2034). Having presented the physiognomy of love largely  in communitarian terms, Augustine concludes: ‘“Habita et inhabitaberis; mane et  manebitur in te”.  185) En. in ps. 98,4 (CC 39,1381. ML 37,1261): “Homines enim amantes se invicem,  et amantes deum suum qui in illis habitat, faciunt civitatem dei”.NC dubitarı ullo modo potest, quod templum
Deı sıt homo, In quOo habıtat charıtas. 1C1 nım el loannes, Deus charitas est  8 The love
mentioned In Oontext 18 that of the ne1ghbour As In Jn 334

179) En In 98,4 (CC 9,1381 37,  - abeto CIRO carıtatem ın
eum ei In proxXimum, ei TI1S sedes de1The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  103  without fear that anything essential will be lacking to love, for that love is  God to its core.  There are at least five other instances of the inversion, or implied  inversion, of 1 Jn. 4.8,16 in love of God - love of neighbour contexts.  These, however, do not contain any reference to love of love; their  tendency is rather to stress the indwelling of God in those who love, who  are envisioned as the temple of God!”8), the seat and the city of God!”7?).  In En. in ps. 149,4 it is stated that, if love dwells in a person’s conscience,  he has only to direct his attention there in order to see God*®°). It is to be  recalled, however, that this love which a person descries dwelling in his  conscience does not live there in gentlemanly ease. For, according to En.  in ps. 99,5, ‘in the measure that that love grows in you which moulds you  and calls you back to being like God, so will your love also extend to  your enemies’’!8!), By growing like God through love of enemies, ‘‘you  come closer to him and experience him more deeply in the measure that  love grows in you — for love is also God ...””!®2), As In Epistolam  Ioannis tr. 9,2 points out, however, the expression ‘“love grows in you” is  not to be isolated from its explanatory complement, i.e. ‘‘you grow in  love””1!83. God’s progressive indwelling is to be regarded in the light of  our dwelling in him. We dwell in love-God, on the one hand, through  showing concern for one another‘®*) and through loving him who  already lives in our midst*®>, and, on the other hand, through being  178) Sermo 350,1 (ML 39,1533): ““... nec dubitari ullo modo potest, quod templum  Dei sit homo, in quo habitat charitas. Dicit enim et Ioannes, Deus charitas est””. The love  mentioned in context is that of the neighbour as in Jn. 13.34.  179) En. in ps. 98,4 (CC 39,1381. ML 37,1260-1261): ‘“Habeto ergo caritatem in  deum et in proximum, et eris sedes dei ... Homines enim amantes se invicem, et amantes  deum suum qui in illis habitat, faciunt civitatem dei. Quia lege quadam civitas continetur;  lex ipsa eorum, caritas est; et ipsa caritas, deus est; aperte enim scriptum est: deus caritas  est. Qui ergo plenus est caritate, plenus est deo; et multi pleni caritate, civitatem faciunt  de6””  18°) En. in ps. 149,4 (CC 40,2181. ML 37,1952): “Quisquis habet caritatem, utquid  illum mittimus longe, ut videat deum? Conscientiam suam adtendat, et ibi videt deum. Si  caritas ibi non habitat, non ibi habitat deus; si autem caritas ibi habitat, deus ibi habitat”.  181) En. in ps. 99,5 (CC 39,1396. ML 37,1952): ‘“In quantum autem in te caritas  crescit, efficiens te et revocans te ad similitudinem dei, pertendit usque ad inimicos ...”  182) En. in ps. 99,6 (CC 39,1396. ML 37,1274): “Et cum accedere coeperis similis, et  persentiscere deum, quantum in te caritas crescit, quia et caritas deus est ...”.  183) In Epistolam Ioannis, tr. 9,2 (ML 35,2045): ‘“Nam si caritas Deus est, nec proficit  nec deficit Deus: sic dicitur proficere in te caritas, quia tu in ea proficis”.  18*) Ibid., tr. 7,10 (ML 35,2034). Having presented the physiognomy of love largely  in communitarian terms, Augustine concludes: ‘“Habita et inhabitaberis; mane et  manebitur in te”.  185) En. in ps. 98,4 (CC 39,1381. ML 37,1261): “Homines enim amantes se invicem,  et amantes deum suum qui in illis habitat, faciunt civitatem dei”.Omınes nNnım amantes INnVICem, et amantes
eum SUuUumMm quı ın ıllıs habıtat, acıunt Cıvitatem de1 Quıia lege quadam Civıtas continetur;
lex 1psa u  n carıtas est; ei 1psa carıtas, eus est; aperte nım scrıptum est deus Carıtas
est Quı CTgO plenus est carıtate, plenus est deo; ei multı plen1ı carıtate, cCiıvitatem acıunt
deo  IT

180) En IN 149,4 {8% 40,2181 37.1992): ““Qu1squis carıtatem, utquıd
ıllum mıttimus onge, ut videat deum? Conscıentiam SUuam adtendat, ei ıb videt eum S]
carıtas ıbı NO habıtat, NO  — ıbı habıtat deus: S1 utem carıtas ıbı habıtat, eus ıbı habıtat”.

181) En In DS. 99,5 (ln 9,1396 311932} ‘In quantum iın te carıtas
crescıt, efficıens te el te ad sıiımılıtudinem de1, pertendit ad iN1m1COs

182) En In DS 99,6 (CC 9,1396 37,1274): “°Ht CU accedere CoeperI1s simılıs, et
persentiscere deum, quantum In te carıtas crescıt, quıl1a ei carıtas eus est

183) In Epistolam Ioannis, ır 9,2 (ML 35,2045): ""Nam S1 carıtas Deus SSst. NC proficıt
NC deficıt Deus: S1IC dıicıtur proficere In te carıtas, quıa In profic1s””.

184) Ibid., ir 7,10 (ML 35,2034). Havıng presented the physıognomy of love largely
In cCcCommunıiıtarıan erms, Augustine concludes : abıta e inhabıtaberis:;: INanlc ei
manebiıtur In te  22

185) En IN 98,4 (CC 9,1381 37312012 * Homines nım amantes Invicem,
ei amantes eum SUUTIN quı In 18 habıtat, acıunt Cıvıitatem de1””
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embraced and sustaıned by hım 186 He dwells In us not ıIn such WaY ASs

tOo be grasped by uS, but ın order sustaın us and make us ıke hımself
by enlargıng the COMPASS of OUT love embrace CVCcCnN enemıles. To SdY,
therefore, hat the CoNnsclence of the lover of God and the ne1ıghbour 1s
the seat and the temple of God 15 to spea of A seat and temple fılled
wıth the deepest, surest, and broadest possıble OVve of ne1ghbour, and of

CcConscıence C” 1S NOT only that of the indıvıdual lover, but also that
of ManYy lovers who form communıty 1C because ıts law 18 love,
May rıghtly be called the CIty of (G0d 187). De Praesentia Dei of m1d-417 15
quıte unambıguous ın see1ng earth ıIn hıs upbuilldıng,
unıfyıng, ındwellıng actıvıty ın the mıdst and behalf of the communıty
of those wh obediently do hıs ıll Dy lovıng hım and the ne1ghbour. °
God LS love. When indeed YOU 1ın of hıs wellıng, 1n of the unıty and
communıo0n of the saınts104  R. Canning  embraced and sustained by him !®°. He dwells in us not in such a way as  to be grasped by us, but in order to sustain us and make us like himself  by enlarging the compass of our love to embrace even enemies. To say,  therefore, that the conscience of the lover of God and the neighbour is  the seat and the temple of God is to speak of a seat and a temple filled  with the deepest, surest, and broadest possible love of neighbour, and of  a conscience which is not only that of the individual lover, but also that  of many lovers who form a community which, because its law is love,  may rightly be called the city of God!®”). De Praesentia Dei of mid-417 is  quite unambiguous in seeing God’s presence on earth in his upbuilding,  unifying, indwelling activity in the midst and on behalf of the community  of those who obediently do his will by loving him and the neighbour. *...  God is love. When indeed you think of his dwelling, think of the unity and  communion of the saints ... He dwells on earth, building up his house  which is to be dedicated until the end of time”’188),  C. CLARIFICATION OF MISUNDERSTANDINGS CENTERING ON THE CONCEPT OF  INTERIORITY  1. J.B. du Roy’s principal _ criticisms of De Trinitate, Book 8, in  general and in detail  Within the perspective of our topic, the most fundamental objec-  tions raised by J.B. du Roy to the Augustine of the texts we have been  examining — viz. especially De Trinitate 8,8,12, but also In Epistolam  Toannis, tr. 5,7 and tr. 9,10, and Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,8 —  can be reduced to the following. Because of the strong influence of his  own spiritual experience and because of a basically introspective nature,  Augustine sought God in human interiority, at the root of human  subjectivity. But taking this ‘“voie regressive””1!8°), however, in which the  186) JIn Epistolam IToannis, tr. 8,14 (ML 35,2044): “Vicissim in se habitant, qui  continet et qui continetur. Habitas in deo, sed ut continearis: habitat in te deus, sed ut te  contineat, ne cadas”’.  187) En. in ps. 98,4 (CC 39,1381. ML 37,1261): “Quia lege quadam civitas  continetur; lex ipsa eorum, caritas est; et ipsa caritas, deus est; aperte enim scriptum est :  deus caritas est. Qui ergo plenus est caritate, plenus est deo; et multi pleni caritate,  civitatem faciunt deo”.  188) Epistola 187,13,41 ( = De Praesentia Dei) (CSEL 57,118. ML 33,848): ‘... Deus  caritas est. Cum vero habitationem eius cogitas, unitatem cogita congregationemque  sanctorum ... in terra, ubi aedificans habitat domum suam in fine saeculi dedicandam”.  189) J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 435. Du Roy sums up the shortcomings of this ““voie  regressive”, p. 440-443, where he outlines the causes of what he regards as Augustine’s  failure in De Trinitate, Book 8, to give perfect expression to his profound intuition of theHe dwells earth, ulldıng hıs house
1C 1s be dedicated untıiıl the end of time  29 188).

('LARIFICATION ML  NDERSTANDINGS CENTERING IHE CONCEPT

INIERIORITY

du Roy’'s principal CFLELCLSMS of De Irinitate, Book S, IN

general and INn detail
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Can be educed the followıng. Because of the strong influence of hıs
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Augustine sought God In human interlorıty, al the rOOTL of human
subjectivity. But takıng thıs “ vole regress1ve” 189) however, In 1C the

186) In Epistolam Toannıs, IT 8,14 (ML 35,2044): “ Vicıssım ın abıtant, quı
continet ei quı continetur. Habıtas In deo, sed ut continearıs: habıtat ın deus, sed ut
contineat, cadas’”’.

187) En IN 98,4 (CC 39,1381 5371 12061): “Quıla lege quadam C1vıtas
continetur: lex 1psa u  9 carıtas est; ei 1psa carıtas, eus est; aperte nım scrıptum est
eus carıtas est Quı1 CIRO plenus est carıtate, plenus est deo: ei MUu. plenı carıtate,
Civitatem acıunt deo  37

188) Epistola 8/,13,41 > De Praesentia Dei) Y 33,848) ” Deus
Carıtas est Cum CIO habıtatıonem 1US cogıtas, unıtatem cogıta congregatiıonemque
sanctorum104  R. Canning  embraced and sustained by him !®°. He dwells in us not in such a way as  to be grasped by us, but in order to sustain us and make us like himself  by enlarging the compass of our love to embrace even enemies. To say,  therefore, that the conscience of the lover of God and the neighbour is  the seat and the temple of God is to speak of a seat and a temple filled  with the deepest, surest, and broadest possible love of neighbour, and of  a conscience which is not only that of the individual lover, but also that  of many lovers who form a community which, because its law is love,  may rightly be called the city of God!®”). De Praesentia Dei of mid-417 is  quite unambiguous in seeing God’s presence on earth in his upbuilding,  unifying, indwelling activity in the midst and on behalf of the community  of those who obediently do his will by loving him and the neighbour. *...  God is love. When indeed you think of his dwelling, think of the unity and  communion of the saints ... He dwells on earth, building up his house  which is to be dedicated until the end of time”’188),  C. CLARIFICATION OF MISUNDERSTANDINGS CENTERING ON THE CONCEPT OF  INTERIORITY  1. J.B. du Roy’s principal _ criticisms of De Trinitate, Book 8, in  general and in detail  Within the perspective of our topic, the most fundamental objec-  tions raised by J.B. du Roy to the Augustine of the texts we have been  examining — viz. especially De Trinitate 8,8,12, but also In Epistolam  Toannis, tr. 5,7 and tr. 9,10, and Tractatus in Evangelium Ioannis 17,8 —  can be reduced to the following. Because of the strong influence of his  own spiritual experience and because of a basically introspective nature,  Augustine sought God in human interiority, at the root of human  subjectivity. But taking this ‘“voie regressive””1!8°), however, in which the  186) JIn Epistolam IToannis, tr. 8,14 (ML 35,2044): “Vicissim in se habitant, qui  continet et qui continetur. Habitas in deo, sed ut continearis: habitat in te deus, sed ut te  contineat, ne cadas”’.  187) En. in ps. 98,4 (CC 39,1381. ML 37,1261): “Quia lege quadam civitas  continetur; lex ipsa eorum, caritas est; et ipsa caritas, deus est; aperte enim scriptum est :  deus caritas est. Qui ergo plenus est caritate, plenus est deo; et multi pleni caritate,  civitatem faciunt deo”.  188) Epistola 187,13,41 ( = De Praesentia Dei) (CSEL 57,118. ML 33,848): ‘... Deus  caritas est. Cum vero habitationem eius cogitas, unitatem cogita congregationemque  sanctorum ... in terra, ubi aedificans habitat domum suam in fine saeculi dedicandam”.  189) J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 435. Du Roy sums up the shortcomings of this ““voie  regressive”, p. 440-443, where he outlines the causes of what he regards as Augustine’s  failure in De Trinitate, Book 8, to give perfect expression to his profound intuition of theIn errTa, ubı aedıficans habıtat domum SU amı in ıne saeculı dediıcandam .

189) du ROy, art CH.. 435 Du Roy SUuT115 the shortcomings of thıs * vole
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105The nIity of Love for God and Neighbour

all-ımportant 1s the return o self and the ove-God wıthın,
he ypasse the inter-subjectivity of love, dıstiınguished ove ASs

subjective sentiment from love as inter-personal relatıonshıp and
concentrated hı1ıs attention upON the former. He thus SaVC insufficıent
attention the actual CCONOMY of salvatıon ıIn hıstory and the
eccles1al dımensıon of love, and iın fact attrıbuted the ne1ighbour
greater role than provıdıng OCcCasıon for us dıscover OUT OW

eternal trutk) 1C 1s tLantamount sayıng that., ın returnıng
ourselves iın search of God, ın fact turn AWAdY from the ne1ghbour 191).

Trinıity ın love: . unec intuıtion profonde qu1 na Jamaı1s reussı s’exprımer parfaıtement ”
(p 417)

190) Ibid., 441105  The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  all-important movement is the return to self and to the love-God within,  he bypassed the inter-subjectivity of love, distinguished love as a  subjective sentiment from love as an inter-personal relationship and  concentrated his attention upon the former. He thus gave insufficient  attention to the actual economy of salvation in history and to the  ecclesial dimension of love, and in fact attributed to the neighbour no  greater role than providing an occasion for us to discover our own  eternal truth!?°), which is tantamount to saying that, in returning to  ourselves in search of God, we in fact turn away from the neighbour  191).  Trinity in love: ‘*... une intuition profonde qui n’a jamais reussi ä s’exprimer parfaitement”  (p. 417.  190) Jbid., p. 441: *... la rencontre d’autrui n’est pour l’homme que 1l’occasion de  decouvrir sa verite eternelle  . Lorsqu’il ecrit l’histoire de cette (c’est-ä-dire, sa propre)  conversion, qui est une conversion ä l’eternel, il n’accorde guere ä la mediation historique  d’autrui, dans 1’Eglise, qu’un röle occasionnel””. Cf. p. 434 & 443.  191) Du Roy makes every effort to be fair to Augustine here. See his first reaction to  the question, art. cit., p. 429: ‘“Mais faudra-t-il, pour se retourner vers Dieu, se detourner  du prochain? Il ne semble pas: c’est en aimant notre frere que nous connaissons l’amour  ”. Shortly afterwards, however, having noted that love of neighbour is  qui est Dieu  described as an exercise purifying the eye for the vision of God, he begins to doubt: ‘“Le  prochain ne serait-il alors qu’une occasion de nous exercer ä aimer Dieu? Saint Augustin  tend parfois ä le comprendre ainsi”. In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 5,7 (ML 35,2016) and tr. 9,10  (ML 35,2052-2053), on purification through the exercise of love for neighbour, have raised  du Roy’s suspicions in this regard. However, in the text on the physiognomy of love found  in tr. 7,10 (ML 35,2033-2034) he gathers some momentary reassurance that ““il n’est plus  question ici de se retourner, mais de s’engager. L’experience de la charite devient une  connaissance vecue de Dieu. Il ne faut donc pas detourner son regard de nos freres, de  l’Eglise” (p. 430). What this implies is that, in tracts 5,7 and 9, 10, it is not a question of  committing oneself but of returning to oneself, and that these two movements are mutually  exclusive. Even though, in the concluding summary remarks on this section of his article,  i.e. *La conversion ä l’amour meme”, du Roy can write that ‘“nous trouvons Dieu dans  l’amour meme dont nous aimons nos freres” (p. 441), his suspicion that contemplation (as  distinguished from experience) of the interior God hinders committment to the neighbour  has not been resolved: ‘‘Mais peut-on se retourner pour 1’y contempler alors que l’amour  est toujours en acte? L’amour nous fait seulement ‘epreuver’ Dieu, en nous donnant de  vivre l’amour que Dieu est” (p. 441).  Indeed, the concluding sentences of the section on the conversion to love itself reveal  that du Roy has already descried an oscillation between a subjective pole, i.e. love-God ( =  the Holy Spirit within), and an objective pole, also called God, which he describes as ‘“une  connaissance objectivee de l’amour qui, coupee du dialogue ecclesial, n’apparaitra plus  comme une communion de personnes” (p. 430). [A terminological clarification, p. 437, n.  94, implies, as I understand it, that these two poles are basically the same in that they share  the same ill of impersonality : ‘“Les impressions que j’emploie peuvent paraitre contradic-  toires. Mais je crois qu’objectiver l’amour ou le reduire ä un sentiment subjectif revient au  möeme, car l’introspection objective l’experience interieure. Le sujet ne peut sans doute se  connaitre, comme tel que dans une rencontre personnelle; par le ‘retour sur so1’, il isole  l’amour de la rencontre qui le fait vivre: il en fait un sentiment””]. This oscillation, whichla rencontre d’autrul est POUI ”’homme JUC l’occasıon de
decouvrir verıte eternelle OrSqu/'ıl ecrIıt I’histoire de (c’est-a-dıre, propre)
Convers1on, quı est unec COonversion l’eternel, ı] n’accorde guere la mediation histor1que
d’autrul, ans l’Eglise, qu ’un role Occasıonnel”. G+ 434 443

l9l) Du ROoy makes effort be faır Augustine here. See hıs first reactiıon
the question, art v 429 ‘“Maıs {audra-t-ıl, DOUL retourner CIS Dıieu, detourner
du prochaın? semble pas est almant noftfre frere quc OUS CONNAISSONS |’amour

A Shortly fterwards, however, havıng noted that love of neıghbour 1squı est Diıeu
described exercıise purıfyıng the CYVC for the VISION of God, he begıns ou j 8
prochaın seraıt-ıl alors qu ’ une OCCasıon de OUusSs AAA E almer Dıeu? Saınt Augustın
end parfo1s le comprendre a1ns1ı”. In Epistolam Ioannıs, ir. A (ML 35,2016) and ir 9,10
(ML 35  -  s purıfıcatıon through the exercıse of love for ne1ghbour, ave raısed
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question ICI de retourner, maıs de s’engager. L/’experience de la charıte devıient un

connaıssance vecue de Diıeu. faut ONC pas detourner s()  — regard de NOS freres, de
l’Eglise” (p 430) What thıs implıes 18 that, In tracts DE and 9, 10, ıt 185 NnOTL question of
commıtting oneself but of returnıng oneself, and that ese [WO mMOovement!: ATIC mutually
exclusıve. Even though, ın the concludıng SUMMIMMNAaT y remarks thıs section of hıs artıcle,
1e La CONversion |’amour meme’’, du ROoy Cal wrıte that ""NOuUS TOUVONS Dieu ans
l’amour meme dont OUuSs almons NOS freres”’ 44 1), hıs suspicıon that contemplatıon (as
dıstınguished from experıence) of the inter10r (G0od hınders CcCommı  men the neıghbour
has nOtL een resolved : ‘““Maıs peut-on retourner DOUI 1' y contempler alors quc l’amour
est toujJours acte? |L’amour OUusSs faıt seulement 'epreuver' Dıeu, OUS donnant de
Vivre |’amour qucC Dieu est  7 (p 441)

Indeed, the concludıng sentences of the section the Conversıon love ıtself reveal
that du ROy has already descried oscıllatıon between subjective pole, 1.e Oove-God
the Holy Spirıt wıthın), and objectıve pole, Iso called God, which he describes >o,  une
connalssance objectivee de |l’amour qul, Coupee du dialogue ecclesial, n apparaltra plus

une communıon de personnes” 430) | terminological clarıfıcation, 437,
94, ımplıes, understand it, that ese {[WO poles aATC basıcally the SAaIlllc In that they share
the SdINlc ı11 of impersonalıty : ‘° Les impress10ns qucC J emploıe peuvent paraltre contradıc-
tolres. Maıs Je CTrOI1Ss qu ’ objectiver l’amour le reduıre sentiment subjectif revient
meme, Cal l’ıntrospection objective l’experience interieure. Le suJe peut 5A5 oute
connaıitre, tel qu«c ans uUunNnN«c rencontre personnelle; Dar le "retour SUuT SO1’, ı] isole
l’amour de la rencontre quı le faıt Vivre‘ 11 faıt sentiment””]. hıs oscıllatıon, which



106 Canning

‘”T’herefore., the NCOUNTter wıth the personal (G0d ıll be for hım (LE
Augustine) the recognıtion of inter10rE al the rOOT of OUT

subjectivity” 192). If Augustine had presented the Irmitarıan ogma less
immanently and LNOTEC ın IMS of the Chriıstian history of salvatıon, the
expression of hıs “mystıical”” experıence In of the characteristic
“ınterior Go WOU ave een attenuated and he woul ave een able

artıculate hıs al wıth INOTEC explicıtly eccles1a] dımension 93) In du
Roy’s VIEW, the of unıty and of love Lug Augustine In opposıte
directions. The cConcept of unıty 1S both Scriptural and rich ıIn meanıng
for the Bıshop As result of hıs eccles1a]l experlence and pastoral
responsıbıilıties. But, ıle unıty implıes certaın rec1procıity, the Concept
“Of love offers resistance hıs penchan for introspection: it 1S
subjectivised, and AT back O the interl1or GO 29 194)_

Let us NO o0k al SOINC of the detaıls of du Roy’s interpretation
16 AdICc of iımportance for OUT theme Fırstly, daDTODOS of Augustine’s
statement In De Trinitate 8,8.I ...  you SCC the Trmity ıf YOU SCC love  29 k«
he remarks: ..  assıng the intersubjectiviıty of love ın order envisage
it only in the subject, he (ne Augustine) ca hıs interlocutor
nto Bimset 7). Thus, du ROYy ADDCAaIS to understand Augustine’s
posıtıon tO be the Irmty ıll be SCCI nOot In OUT experience of the

aAaDPCAaTIrs ave swingıng back and OT' between faceless ıllumination and
objectified impersonal God thereby hindering from real relatıonshıps ıth ONeCc
another 15 saıd be accentuated ın De I rinitate, Book 8, which du ROoy 1S about
examıne (p 431-440). Before undertakıng the analysıs of hat text, however, he pomts Out
hat ll be hıs prıme condıtıon for Irınıtarıan theology In the lıght of Christian charıty,
and, Dy maıntaıinıng that Augustine faıls fulfil ıt, ın fact dıscrediıts the Doctor of the
Trinity ıth recommendıng retiurn the self that 1$ al the SamIne tiıme turnıng AaWaY from
OUT neıghbour: “"Ne faudraıt-ıl pas POUT OUuUS AdSSuTrer ei DOUT empecher notre Conversiıon
de perdre ans un«c fusıon Samns rencon(tre, qu’ıntervienne le Christ, manıfestation du
Pere, dont la rencontire seule peut OUsSs convertir A Pere Samns OUuS replıer SUuT NnOus-memes
ei 5a5 OUuUS detourner de 1105 freres” (D 431)

192) du Roy, art C 441 OO rencontre du Diıeu personnel SCTAa ONC POUT
lu1 la reconnaılssance une presence ınterieure, la racıne de re subjectivite”.

193) Ibid., On Deut DCNSCI qu’une presentation plus eCONOM1que’ du dogme
triınıtaire eut donne l’experience 'myst1que’ d’Augustın accent plus expressement
eccles1al””.

194) Ibid., 447 . celu1 de harıte n offre aduCune resistance (a) SO  3 penchan DOUI
l’ıntrospection: dl subjectivise ei OUS Dıiıeu interlieur”.

195) Du Roy IMay ell be rıght ın hıs astonıshment al thıs assertion ın the 1g of De
I rinitate, Book Voıla de quol OUuUS etonner! s’agı pas du tOut une sımple image
lorsque saınt Augustıin OUuUS dısaıt lıvre 111 ET OI1S la Irimıite, S] OI1S la charıte).
Maıs 11l Ss’agı plus maıntenant JUC une image trinıtaire I’homme” (ZIbid., 438)196) Ibid., 435 "Depassant l’ıntersubjectivite de l’amour DOUT l’envisager plus
qu«c ans le sujet, ı] appellera SON interlocuteur renftrer ul-meme)”.
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intersubjectivity of OVve “"Aamans, ef quod AMATUF, el amor’), but ıIn the
ViIs1ıOoNn of Carıtas wıthın and al the FrOOT of the indıvıdual subject. That
such 15 indeed du Roy’s interpretation and thıs 1s OUT second pomt of
detaıl 1S confiırmed Dy hıs explanatıon of C erg de dilectione
diligimus fratrem  197)1 Augustine, in search of the Irmitarıan God, aıls

fulfıl OUT expectation that he 111 dıscern analogy of the Trinıty
in the three terms of fraternal love: NOS de dilectione diligimus
fratrem” 198)‘ Rather, he ollows the mıddle term, ““ dilectione’’, 1C
ıll ead hım not the three-personed God, but only the ONC God
Thus, wıth all concentrated the mıddle term, “at 1s from NO

matter of subjective sentiment (dilectio Ffratris OT eErga fratrem), and it 1S
ove alone, ıts object excluded, 8 1s G60 77 We AdIC g1ven the
ıimpression of the ONC ove-God enthroned in splendı indıfference al the
heart of human interlorıty and functionıng merely d object of
contemplatıon. Augustine, wh in the Previ10us of De Irınıtate
6012 had boldly proclaımed hat brotherly love tself, Oove fOor ONMNC

another, 15 God?**) makes abrupt aboutturn ın hat ollows
inkıng better of the matter and succumbıng h1is putatıve penchan
for introspection, he seeks safe ground Dy retreating the “iınterio0r
GO 29 wıthın the inwardness of indıvıdual human subjects Thus,
INan 1S island, Joıned others noTt Dy jlalogue but only by the paralle
poss1bılıty, COININON all, of experlencing mystica return oneself
and mystıca Vis1on of objectless, motionless ove-God wıthın one’s
OW depths *2 ). We AdICc sa1d be oblıged love OUTI brother IN order
he able ove hıs ove 202).

197) De I rinıtate e  s  9l  - (CC 42,958)
l98) du ROy, art CH. 437 The author COMMEeENTIS thıs sentence ave

quoted: AB lıeu de "NOUS OUuUsSs aımons’, OUuSs lI1ısons maıntenant '] aıme [NON frere Dar
‚x|l’amour hıs 1s unwarrantedly prejudıce the issue in favour of understandıng love ere

the subjectıve sentiment of ındıyıdual What In fact read 18 .  we love OUT brother
Irom 27  love 1C leaves ODCHM the possıbılıty hat Augustine 1s stıll speakıng of love for OIMC

another such.
199) Ibid., WE n s’agı desormaıs d’un sentiment subjectif (dilectio fratris

erga fratrem) ei est la dilectio seulement, l’exclusıon de SO  — objet, quı est Dıeu  »” If only
the mıddle term IS ollowe: ONMNC COUuU. almost equaliy ell SaYy hat the subject (1.e
kaı 1$ excliude: AS ell the object, 1C WOU.: leave the ONC Ove-God hovering in
mıd-aır.

200) De Trinitate M  E  8  { (CL 42,958)
201) du Roy, art C: 435 Nn Y pas de 1alogue, ma1s une maieutique quı

faıt appel UNlc experiıence parallele””.
202) Ibid., 436 ..  1l faut alımer S()  —_ frere DOUIL DOUVOITF almer la charıte meme >9

Ihe NCı continues immediately : ü& ei harıte OUuUS renvole frere, Car elle est
harıte qu en aımant quelque chose’””. Surprisingly, du ROYy leaves the insıght of thıs latter
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ITı and 1na. poımınt of detaıl du OYy’'S us«c of the erms
“interior” and ‘“exter10r ”: FEarlıer ın hıs artıcle, the return LO oneself 18
desceribed d becoming 1ke God hrough the dısınterestedness dısplayed
1n Ne s  ? love of enemıles 203)_ But these dIC not the ın 1C du Roy
customarıly Augustinian interlority. Interiorıty 1$ mentioned
twıce specıfically In De I rınıtate 8,86,12

Let persoN love hıs brother and let hım love the Samnec love. For
he knows the love ıth whiıich he loves INOTEC than the brother whom
he loves. And 5 (30d Can NO become better known hım than
the brother: learly better known because INOTC present, better
known because INOIC ınward (interior ), better known because IMNOTEC
certaın (certior). Embrace ove-God and embrace God wıth love108  R. Canning  A third and final point of detail concerns du Roy’s use of the terms  “interior”” and “exterior”: Earlier in his article, the return to oneself is  described as becoming like God through the disinterestedness displayed  in one’s love of enemies?°3). But these are not the terms in which du Roy  customarily portrays Augustinian interiority. Interiority is mentioned  twice specifically in De Trinitate 8,8,12:  Let a person love his brother and let him love the same love. For  he knows the love with which he loves more than the brother whom  he loves. And so, God can now become better known to him than  the brother; clearly better known because more present, better  known because more inward (interior), better known because more  certain (certior). Embrace love-God and embrace God with love ...  A person sees his brother with human sight with which God cannot  be seen. But if he loved with spiritual love this brother whom he sees  with human sight, he would see God who is love itself with the inner  sight (visu interiore) by which he can be seen  204).  How does du Roy understand this inwardness? He takes a lead from  the fact that interior is linked in this text to certior. Now, God’s being  certior means for him that God appears as “the Truth”, the primary  interior certitude which is and assures the truth of all knowledge. The  Truth, which is attained by a return to one’s own interiority, transcends  and founds all certitude: “I would more easily doubt of my life than of  the existence of the truth”2°5). “But who is our teacher except un-  changeable Truth? And when we are put in mind of truth by a  changeable creature, we are led to the Truth which does not change, and  there we really learn  „2206) .‚By. way of The. creatüre; Therciore, 'one  phrase entirely to one side when he proceeds to analyse ‘“(nos) de dilectione diligimus  fratrem” (p. 437).  203) Jbid., p. 426-427. See En. in ps. 99,5 (CC 39,1396. ML 37,1274-1275). On p. 427,  n. 53, of du Roy’s article the reference is misprinted ‘“En. in ps. 49,5”.  204) De Trinitate 8,8,12 (CC 50,286 & 288. ML 42, 957-959): “Diligat fratrem et  diligat eandem dilectionem; magis enim novit dilectionem qua diligit quam fratrem quem  diligit. Ecce iam potest notiorem deum habere quam fratrem, plane notiorem quia  praesentiorem,  notiorem dquia  interiorem,  notiorem quia certiorem. Amplectere  dilectionem-deum et dilectione amplectere deum ... Fratrem autem videt humano visu quo  videri deus non potest. Sed si eum quem videt humano visu spiritali caritate diligeret,  videret deum qui est ipsa caritas visu interiore quo videri potest””. We retain for the moment  du Roy’s translation of ‘““certior”” as ‘“plus certain””.  205) Confessiones 7,10,16 (Skutella 141. CSEL 33/1,158. ML 32,742): *... faciliusque  dubitarem vivere me quam non esse veritatem ...”’. See J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 434.  206) Confessiones 11,8,10 (Skutella 271. CSEL 33/1,287. ML 32,813): ‘“Quis porro nos  docet nisi stabilis veritas? Quia et per creaturam mutabilem cum admonemur, ad veritatem  stabilem ducimur, ubi vere discimus ...”PCISON SCCS hıs brother ıth human S12 ıth un G0d cannot
be SCCI1 But ıf he Ove ıth spirıtual love thıs brother whom he SCCS
wıth human S11g he WOU SC God wh 15 ove ıtself wıth the inner
S18 ( VLISU interiore ) Dy MC he Can be SCCIH 204)_

How 0€es du Roy understand thıs inwardness”? He takes ead from
the fact that Inter10r 1S Iınked ıIn thıs texti certior. NOow, eing
certior INCanls for hım that God ADPCAIS dS “the Tuth ” the primary
inter10r certitude 1C 18 and AaSSUTECS the truth of all knowledge. The
ru 5 1 ü 1s attaıned DYy return nes  » OW interlority, transcends
and founds al certitude : “I WOU INOTC easıly oOu of IN Y ıfe han of
the existence of the (mılh : °Rut wh 1s OUT teacher eXcept
changeable Iruth? And when ATC put ın mınd of truth by
changeable 4A1 led the TU which o€es nNOT change, and
there really learn ” 206) By WdYy of the % therefore, ONC

phrase entirely OMNC sıde when he proceeds analyse “ (NOS) de dilectione dılıgımus
fratrem” (p 437)

203) Ibid., 426-472 7 Ssee En In 99,5 (G 9,1396 37  E On 427,
53 of du Roy’s artıcle the reference 18 misprinted “"En IN 49,

204) De Trinitate 5,8,12 L9 288 42, 957-959): “Dılıgat ratrem ei

dılıgat eandem dılectiıonem ; magıs enım noviıt dılectionem quäa dılıgıt qu am Tratrem QUCH
dılıgıt. Ecce 1am potest notiorem deum habere QqUam fratrem, plane notiorem qula
praesentiorem, notiorem quıa inter1o0rem, notiorem qula certiorem. Amplectere
dılectionem-deum ei dılectione amplectere eum108  R. Canning  A third and final point of detail concerns du Roy’s use of the terms  “interior”” and “exterior”: Earlier in his article, the return to oneself is  described as becoming like God through the disinterestedness displayed  in one’s love of enemies?°3). But these are not the terms in which du Roy  customarily portrays Augustinian interiority. Interiority is mentioned  twice specifically in De Trinitate 8,8,12:  Let a person love his brother and let him love the same love. For  he knows the love with which he loves more than the brother whom  he loves. And so, God can now become better known to him than  the brother; clearly better known because more present, better  known because more inward (interior), better known because more  certain (certior). Embrace love-God and embrace God with love ...  A person sees his brother with human sight with which God cannot  be seen. But if he loved with spiritual love this brother whom he sees  with human sight, he would see God who is love itself with the inner  sight (visu interiore) by which he can be seen  204).  How does du Roy understand this inwardness? He takes a lead from  the fact that interior is linked in this text to certior. Now, God’s being  certior means for him that God appears as “the Truth”, the primary  interior certitude which is and assures the truth of all knowledge. The  Truth, which is attained by a return to one’s own interiority, transcends  and founds all certitude: “I would more easily doubt of my life than of  the existence of the truth”2°5). “But who is our teacher except un-  changeable Truth? And when we are put in mind of truth by a  changeable creature, we are led to the Truth which does not change, and  there we really learn  „2206) .‚By. way of The. creatüre; Therciore, 'one  phrase entirely to one side when he proceeds to analyse ‘“(nos) de dilectione diligimus  fratrem” (p. 437).  203) Jbid., p. 426-427. See En. in ps. 99,5 (CC 39,1396. ML 37,1274-1275). On p. 427,  n. 53, of du Roy’s article the reference is misprinted ‘“En. in ps. 49,5”.  204) De Trinitate 8,8,12 (CC 50,286 & 288. ML 42, 957-959): “Diligat fratrem et  diligat eandem dilectionem; magis enim novit dilectionem qua diligit quam fratrem quem  diligit. Ecce iam potest notiorem deum habere quam fratrem, plane notiorem quia  praesentiorem,  notiorem dquia  interiorem,  notiorem quia certiorem. Amplectere  dilectionem-deum et dilectione amplectere deum ... Fratrem autem videt humano visu quo  videri deus non potest. Sed si eum quem videt humano visu spiritali caritate diligeret,  videret deum qui est ipsa caritas visu interiore quo videri potest””. We retain for the moment  du Roy’s translation of ‘““certior”” as ‘“plus certain””.  205) Confessiones 7,10,16 (Skutella 141. CSEL 33/1,158. ML 32,742): *... faciliusque  dubitarem vivere me quam non esse veritatem ...”’. See J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 434.  206) Confessiones 11,8,10 (Skutella 271. CSEL 33/1,287. ML 32,813): ‘“Quis porro nos  docet nisi stabilis veritas? Quia et per creaturam mutabilem cum admonemur, ad veritatem  stabilem ducimur, ubi vere discimus ...”Fratrem autem videt humano 1SU qQUO
viderı eus NO  —; potestT. Sed SI Aı qUCIN videt humano 1SUu spirıtalı carıtate dılıgeret,
videret eum quı est 1psa carıtas 1U interi0re quoO viderı DO' We retaın for the moment
du Roy’s translatıon of ‘**certior” 6,  plu: certaın .

205) Confessiones ’  , (Skutella 141 SEL 33/1.198: 32,742) ' facılıusque
dubıtarem Vvivere quam NO  - s5C verıtatem i See du ROy, art C 434

206) Confessiones ’  m (Skutella 271 SEL 33/1,287. 32,813) “Quıis N OS

0Ce 181 stabiılıis verıtas” Quıia ei DCI creaturam mutabılem CUu admonemur, ad verıtatem
stabılem ducımur, ubı CcIC discımus W  pr



The nity of Love for God and Neighbour 109

the Tu hrough whom all thıngs WeTC created: 'per creaturam
Veritatemi . Du Roy ugg that hıs Conversi1on ad Inter1iora ın the

order of knowledge 15 xactly paralleled in the order of OVve In both
aATeC led back “t0 OUT OW inner selves In order diıscover there

od-Tru (T God-Love””**”). Thus, hat the other love princıpally
us 18 opportunıty discover OUT OW eternal] truth*?®); Just

dSs the other Can teach us only by eadıng us ear wıtness tOo interl1or
truth, S when love the other, he Can be INOTEC than pointer for us

back the inter10r love wıth IC love *X LO the OVe 1Cc
rounds and transcends all lovıng. f in the volLe regressive, however,
G0od 1s contemplated 1ın human interlor1ty, what becomes of the face of
Christ and of the ‘“exteri0r” hıstorical events of Chrıstian revelation**°)?
Isn’t the real authorıty of Christ ypasse 4S ell d human inter-
subjectiviıty

The CUNE for Augustinian InterLorit'y ith human Christian face
WOU ıke PTODOSC and cshow grounds for alternatıve

interpretation of the meanıng of ‘love of Ove-Go: ın Augustinıan
interlorıty. Wıth specıal attention the CoONntext of De Trinitate 8,8,12,
the points of detaıl of du Roy’'s posıtıon that ave een presented ll be
responded LO In such WaY that love INaYy be SCCI1 INOIC personally than
d faceless ıllumınatıon and INOTC ecclesially than 4S subjectıve
sentiment 1C by concentratiıng upON itself, 1n God in ıts OW:

depths.
When Augustine states ...  you SCC the Trinıity ıf yYyOUu SCC I10VE . 1s he

referring the love ın the indıyvıdual’s heart, d du ROYy maiıntaıns, tO

inter-subjective love? As the texti proceeds, ave 1CAason to aNsSWeT he

207) du ROy, art GE 443 *Elle (c’est-a-dıre, l’economıe redemptrice selon
Augustıin) OUuUS ramene I’interieur de nous-memes DOUI decouvrır le Diıeu- Verıte le
Dıeu-Amour’”. 10 ıllustrate the pomnt, du ROoy refers In 137 De T rinitate

208) Ibid.,
209) Ibid., 434 b autrul peut quc OUS l’amour dont OUuS

l’aımons, de meme qu’ıl OUS ense1gne qu’'en OUuS lramenan l’attestation de la verıte
interieure”.

210) Ibid., 434-435 AA fortior1 faut-ıl demander S’1  ] peut faıre entrevoIımr la
Irimite dans I’ınterjorıte du suJet Sans la medıatıon exterieure du Chriıst el de l’hıstoire du
salut  LAd

p Ibid., 447 Submissıon of ne’s  2 OW spirıtual experlence Christ 18 ““tOuJours
de exterieur, une auctoritas” for Augustine; iın other words, Christ WOUuU nOoTt ave
een one and ILal OW of hıs thegQlogy f COMPAIC thıs quotation ıth that under the
DPrevi1Ous note, certaın inconsistency in the evaluatıon of the te ““exterlorıity ” ll be
vident
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INCAanls both, for fraternal OVEe 1s not only ‘“from Go but also
uGod„212) and these eed not indeed INaYy NOTL be SCCH AS

separated from ONC another as subjective sentiment and objective
knowledge of Oove that 18 longer cCOommunNnı1ı0N of PCISONS. The fact
that Augustine from fraternal love d ‘God” fraternal love As

eing “from Go o€es nOoTt necessarıly entaıl that he hereby repudıates
the former. And why should ıt be suppose that, when he speaks of
fraternal ove eing “from (G30d’ he 1s longer really speakıng of inter-
personal fraternal ove al all but rather of faceless 1C
ıllumınates the CYCS of OUT soul that ATC turned wıthın? If attend
carefully {O what precedes the statement, ...  you SCC the Trinıity 1f YOU Nn

»°  love it becomes increasıngly dıfficult cling fast tO the CONvıctiıon that
only the inner love of the subject 1s envisaged. Certamly, the PASsSagc
begıins wıth eing better known than OUT brother because he 1s
INOTEC inward (interilor). continues, however‘: “Embrace ove-God and
embrace (G0d ıth OVe 1s Oove ıtself6 unıtes all the g00d angels
and all the of (30d ın the bond of holıness and 10 Jo1s us

and them ONC another and makes us ubject tself SEı OSS1
sudden changes of mınd put ONC sıde, hat Augustine evıdently
intends ere Dy the love that 15 God, and the love wıth 1C God 1S
embraced, 1s the communıon of saınts subject God Nothiıng has tO be
forced In order SCC the harmony between thıs statement and De
Praesentia Dei's interpretation of JIn . God 15 love. When indeed
yOUu 1n of hıs wellıng, 1n of the unıty and COomMMmMUNl1ON of the
saints  ”214). The love, then., wıth IC God 15 embraced and iın 1C
the Trinıty 1s SCCIL, INaYy ell be understood dS the hıghest and broadest
form of inter-subjectivity OPDCH human beings, the communıo0on of 199101

and angels In the bond of holıness and In obedience ove-God
Does Augustıne fınd that he has een LOO bold In allıng fraternal Oove

“G0d”, CVCMN ıf he O€s ave St John’s authorıty for iıt? Does he turn
back In m1ıd-stream the tıller waflers of OVve in the subject? Is thıs love,
a 1s iıdentified wıth God, really wıthout object? comparıson
wıth In Epistolam Ioannıis, 76 DIOVCS enlıghtenıng ere

212) De T rinitate ’  - ( 42,958)
213) Ibid., 8,8,12,6-9 8f 42,957) ‘“Amplectere dılectionem-deum

dılectione amplectere eum Ipsa est dılecti10 QUaC bonos angelos ei de1 SCITVOS

consocılat vinculo sanctıitatıs, NOSqUC el OS conıungıit Invicem nobıs ei subiungıt sıbı  27
214) Epistola 18/,13,41 EK De Praesentia Dei) 571 33,848) . Deus

CAarıtas est Cum CIO habıtatıonem e1us cogıtas, unıtatem cogıta congregatıonemque
Sanctorum



The nIty of Love for God and Neighbour 111The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  I  ... 1f it is precisely the person in whom the Holy Spirit dwells who  loves, then love must be God. And love is God because it is from  God. For this reason we find both these assertions juxtaposed in this  letter: “love is from God” and ‘‘love is God” ... From the words of  the Apostle Paul, ‘“love for God is poured out in our hearts through  the Holy Spirit who is given to us” (Rom. 5.5), we may understand  that the Holy Spirit is present in love?!>).  Augustine in this text is not conscious of any opposition between  love’s being ‘‘God”’ and its being ‘“from God’”’. It is the former because its  living and sustaining source is God, the Holy Spirit. But this same Holy  Spirit, through whom love comes to us, is the sweetness of the Father and  the Son actively pouring out upon all creatures his immense generosity  and abundance?!®). He is not a subjective sentiment, love-God alone,  without object. He is rather the gift of God which makes us one amongst  ourselves and one spirit with himself?!”’). When we read, therefore, that  the Holy Spirit of Rom. 5.5 is present in love, this should be understood  of the love that is actually loving the neighbour and God?!8), that  actually unites us to one another and to God. The love that is ‘“from  God” is therefore not found exclusively in human ““interiority””, in du  Roy’s sense of the word. Even apart from these compelling parallels,  however, one is not justified in concluding from De Trinitate 8,8,12 that  the encounter with the personal God is for Augustine “the recognition of  an interior presence at the root of our subjectivity’””?!?). The import of  the text is that God is at the source not of our subjectivity but of our  fraternal love (de deo diligimus fratrem), and it is as such that we direct  our attention to him and love him especially (nec fieri potest ut eandem  dilectionem non praecipue diligamus qua fratrem diligimus). Moreover,  the sweetness and the unifying power of love-God, i.e. the Holy Spirit, so  abundantly pervades fraternal love that this love is itself called God.  215) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 7,6 (ML 35,2031-2032): ‘“‘... et ille diligit in quo habitat  Spiritus Sanctus: ergo dilectio Deus est; sed Deus quia ex Deo. Utrumque enim habes in  Epistola; et Dilectio ex Deo est, et Dilectio Deus est ... Quia vero dicit Apostolus: Caritas  Dei diffusa est in cordibus nostris per Spiritum Sanctum qui datus est nobis ; intelligamus in  dilectione Spiritum Sanctum esse”.  216) De Trinitate 6,10,11 (CC 50,242. ML 42,932).  217) De Trinitate 6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928) : “Nos autem ex ipso, et per ipsum, et  in ipso (Rom. 11.36) beati quia ipsius munere inter nos unum; cum illo autem unus spiritus  (1 Cor. 6.17), quia agglutinatur anima nostra post eum’”.  218) Jbid., 15,17,31 (CC 50A,506. ML 42,1082): *... Deus dilectio est. Deus igitur  spiritus sanctus qui procedit ex deo, cum datus fuerit homini, accendit eum in dilectionem  dei et proximi, et ipse dilectio est”.  219): J.Bidu:Royzartzeit D 440ıf it 1s precisely the PCISON ıIn whom the Holy Spirıt dwells who
loves, hen ove must be God And OVe 15 (30d because it 1s from
God For thıs L1CAasSson fiınd both these assertions Juxtaposed 1ın thıs
letter : ‘love 1s from Go and ‘love 1s G0oThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  I  ... 1f it is precisely the person in whom the Holy Spirit dwells who  loves, then love must be God. And love is God because it is from  God. For this reason we find both these assertions juxtaposed in this  letter: “love is from God” and ‘‘love is God” ... From the words of  the Apostle Paul, ‘“love for God is poured out in our hearts through  the Holy Spirit who is given to us” (Rom. 5.5), we may understand  that the Holy Spirit is present in love?!>).  Augustine in this text is not conscious of any opposition between  love’s being ‘‘God”’ and its being ‘“from God’”’. It is the former because its  living and sustaining source is God, the Holy Spirit. But this same Holy  Spirit, through whom love comes to us, is the sweetness of the Father and  the Son actively pouring out upon all creatures his immense generosity  and abundance?!®). He is not a subjective sentiment, love-God alone,  without object. He is rather the gift of God which makes us one amongst  ourselves and one spirit with himself?!”’). When we read, therefore, that  the Holy Spirit of Rom. 5.5 is present in love, this should be understood  of the love that is actually loving the neighbour and God?!8), that  actually unites us to one another and to God. The love that is ‘“from  God” is therefore not found exclusively in human ““interiority””, in du  Roy’s sense of the word. Even apart from these compelling parallels,  however, one is not justified in concluding from De Trinitate 8,8,12 that  the encounter with the personal God is for Augustine “the recognition of  an interior presence at the root of our subjectivity’””?!?). The import of  the text is that God is at the source not of our subjectivity but of our  fraternal love (de deo diligimus fratrem), and it is as such that we direct  our attention to him and love him especially (nec fieri potest ut eandem  dilectionem non praecipue diligamus qua fratrem diligimus). Moreover,  the sweetness and the unifying power of love-God, i.e. the Holy Spirit, so  abundantly pervades fraternal love that this love is itself called God.  215) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 7,6 (ML 35,2031-2032): ‘“‘... et ille diligit in quo habitat  Spiritus Sanctus: ergo dilectio Deus est; sed Deus quia ex Deo. Utrumque enim habes in  Epistola; et Dilectio ex Deo est, et Dilectio Deus est ... Quia vero dicit Apostolus: Caritas  Dei diffusa est in cordibus nostris per Spiritum Sanctum qui datus est nobis ; intelligamus in  dilectione Spiritum Sanctum esse”.  216) De Trinitate 6,10,11 (CC 50,242. ML 42,932).  217) De Trinitate 6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928) : “Nos autem ex ipso, et per ipsum, et  in ipso (Rom. 11.36) beati quia ipsius munere inter nos unum; cum illo autem unus spiritus  (1 Cor. 6.17), quia agglutinatur anima nostra post eum’”.  218) Jbid., 15,17,31 (CC 50A,506. ML 42,1082): *... Deus dilectio est. Deus igitur  spiritus sanctus qui procedit ex deo, cum datus fuerit homini, accendit eum in dilectionem  dei et proximi, et ipse dilectio est”.  219): J.Bidu:Royzartzeit D 440TOom the words of
the Apostle Paul, love for (30d 1s poured Out in OUT hearts through
the Holy Spirıt who 15 g1ven us  7 (Rom SI INaYy understand
that the Holy Spirıt 15 present in love “ ?).
Augustine In thıs texti 1S 19(0)! CONSCIOUS of anı y opposıtıon between

love’s eing $God’$ and ıts eing “from Go 15 the former because ıts
lıving and sustaınıng SUOUICEC 15 God, the Holy Spirıt. But thıs SaJmIne Holy
Spirıt, hrough whom love LO UuS, 1S the SWeEeeEetiInNESSsS of the Father and
the Son actıvely pourıng Out upDON all creatures hıs immense generosıty
and abundance“*°®). He 1S noTt subjective sentiment, ove-God alone,
wıthout object. He 1s rather the gift of God3makes us ONC amongst
ourselves and OMNC spırıt ıth himself** ”). When read, therefore, that
the Holy Spirıt of Rom R B 1S present ıIn 1ove, thıs should be understood
of the OVve that 1s actually lovıng the neighbour and God*!®) that
actually unıtes us ONC another and God The love that is ‘*from
Go 1S therefore nOoTt oun exclusıvely in human “interlorty””, ıIn du
Roy’s of the word. ven apart from these compellıng parallels,
however, ONC 1s noTt Justifıed In concludıng from De ITrinitate 5,6,12 that
the encounter wıth the personal God 1s for Augustine “the recognition of

interi10r al the \x0701! of OUT SUDIECHVEY E The import of
the texti 1S that (G0d 1$ al the SOUICEC nOoTt of OUT subjectivity but of OUT

fraternal OVe (de deo diligimus fratrem), and 1t 1S d>S such that dırect
OUT attention to hım and love hım especlally (nec fieri potest ul eandem
dilectionem AON praecıpue diligamus GUd fratrem diligimus). Moreover,
the SWeetiness and the unıfyıng W of ove-God, 1.e the Holy Spirıt,
abundantly pervades fraternal ove that thıs love 1S ıtself called God

215) In Epistolam Toannıs, ir /Y (ML 35,2031-2032): ; et lle dılıgıt in quo habıtat
pırıtus Sanctus CIgO 1leci10 Deus est; sed Deus quıla Deo Utrumque nNnım habes in
pıstola ; eft Dilectio Deo eSt; et Dilectio Deus estThe Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  I  ... 1f it is precisely the person in whom the Holy Spirit dwells who  loves, then love must be God. And love is God because it is from  God. For this reason we find both these assertions juxtaposed in this  letter: “love is from God” and ‘‘love is God” ... From the words of  the Apostle Paul, ‘“love for God is poured out in our hearts through  the Holy Spirit who is given to us” (Rom. 5.5), we may understand  that the Holy Spirit is present in love?!>).  Augustine in this text is not conscious of any opposition between  love’s being ‘‘God”’ and its being ‘“from God’”’. It is the former because its  living and sustaining source is God, the Holy Spirit. But this same Holy  Spirit, through whom love comes to us, is the sweetness of the Father and  the Son actively pouring out upon all creatures his immense generosity  and abundance?!®). He is not a subjective sentiment, love-God alone,  without object. He is rather the gift of God which makes us one amongst  ourselves and one spirit with himself?!”’). When we read, therefore, that  the Holy Spirit of Rom. 5.5 is present in love, this should be understood  of the love that is actually loving the neighbour and God?!8), that  actually unites us to one another and to God. The love that is ‘“from  God” is therefore not found exclusively in human ““interiority””, in du  Roy’s sense of the word. Even apart from these compelling parallels,  however, one is not justified in concluding from De Trinitate 8,8,12 that  the encounter with the personal God is for Augustine “the recognition of  an interior presence at the root of our subjectivity’””?!?). The import of  the text is that God is at the source not of our subjectivity but of our  fraternal love (de deo diligimus fratrem), and it is as such that we direct  our attention to him and love him especially (nec fieri potest ut eandem  dilectionem non praecipue diligamus qua fratrem diligimus). Moreover,  the sweetness and the unifying power of love-God, i.e. the Holy Spirit, so  abundantly pervades fraternal love that this love is itself called God.  215) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 7,6 (ML 35,2031-2032): ‘“‘... et ille diligit in quo habitat  Spiritus Sanctus: ergo dilectio Deus est; sed Deus quia ex Deo. Utrumque enim habes in  Epistola; et Dilectio ex Deo est, et Dilectio Deus est ... Quia vero dicit Apostolus: Caritas  Dei diffusa est in cordibus nostris per Spiritum Sanctum qui datus est nobis ; intelligamus in  dilectione Spiritum Sanctum esse”.  216) De Trinitate 6,10,11 (CC 50,242. ML 42,932).  217) De Trinitate 6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928) : “Nos autem ex ipso, et per ipsum, et  in ipso (Rom. 11.36) beati quia ipsius munere inter nos unum; cum illo autem unus spiritus  (1 Cor. 6.17), quia agglutinatur anima nostra post eum’”.  218) Jbid., 15,17,31 (CC 50A,506. ML 42,1082): *... Deus dilectio est. Deus igitur  spiritus sanctus qui procedit ex deo, cum datus fuerit homini, accendit eum in dilectionem  dei et proximi, et ipse dilectio est”.  219): J.Bidu:Royzartzeit D 440Quıa CcTIO dıcıt Apostolus: Caritas
Dei iffusa est In cordibus NOSTIFLS DEr ‚pirıtum Sanctum qul datus est nobis ; intellıgamus in
dılectione Spiırıtum Sanctum sSse  7

216) De T rıniıtate m( 42,932).
217) De I rinitate 6;:5; / (CC 42,928) °NOos autem 1DSO, el per IDSUM, el

In LDSO (Rom eatı quıa 1DSIUS INMunNnNeTIE inter 11055 uNum, CUu 1lo autem NUusSs Spiritus
Cor. 6.17), quıa agglutinatur anıma nOostra pOost eum  K

218) Ibid., 1517343 (CC 50A,506 42,1082):The Unity of Love for God and Neighbour  I  ... 1f it is precisely the person in whom the Holy Spirit dwells who  loves, then love must be God. And love is God because it is from  God. For this reason we find both these assertions juxtaposed in this  letter: “love is from God” and ‘‘love is God” ... From the words of  the Apostle Paul, ‘“love for God is poured out in our hearts through  the Holy Spirit who is given to us” (Rom. 5.5), we may understand  that the Holy Spirit is present in love?!>).  Augustine in this text is not conscious of any opposition between  love’s being ‘‘God”’ and its being ‘“from God’”’. It is the former because its  living and sustaining source is God, the Holy Spirit. But this same Holy  Spirit, through whom love comes to us, is the sweetness of the Father and  the Son actively pouring out upon all creatures his immense generosity  and abundance?!®). He is not a subjective sentiment, love-God alone,  without object. He is rather the gift of God which makes us one amongst  ourselves and one spirit with himself?!”’). When we read, therefore, that  the Holy Spirit of Rom. 5.5 is present in love, this should be understood  of the love that is actually loving the neighbour and God?!8), that  actually unites us to one another and to God. The love that is ‘“from  God” is therefore not found exclusively in human ““interiority””, in du  Roy’s sense of the word. Even apart from these compelling parallels,  however, one is not justified in concluding from De Trinitate 8,8,12 that  the encounter with the personal God is for Augustine “the recognition of  an interior presence at the root of our subjectivity’””?!?). The import of  the text is that God is at the source not of our subjectivity but of our  fraternal love (de deo diligimus fratrem), and it is as such that we direct  our attention to him and love him especially (nec fieri potest ut eandem  dilectionem non praecipue diligamus qua fratrem diligimus). Moreover,  the sweetness and the unifying power of love-God, i.e. the Holy Spirit, so  abundantly pervades fraternal love that this love is itself called God.  215) In Epistolam Toannis, tr. 7,6 (ML 35,2031-2032): ‘“‘... et ille diligit in quo habitat  Spiritus Sanctus: ergo dilectio Deus est; sed Deus quia ex Deo. Utrumque enim habes in  Epistola; et Dilectio ex Deo est, et Dilectio Deus est ... Quia vero dicit Apostolus: Caritas  Dei diffusa est in cordibus nostris per Spiritum Sanctum qui datus est nobis ; intelligamus in  dilectione Spiritum Sanctum esse”.  216) De Trinitate 6,10,11 (CC 50,242. ML 42,932).  217) De Trinitate 6,5,7 (CC 50,235. ML 42,928) : “Nos autem ex ipso, et per ipsum, et  in ipso (Rom. 11.36) beati quia ipsius munere inter nos unum; cum illo autem unus spiritus  (1 Cor. 6.17), quia agglutinatur anima nostra post eum’”.  218) Jbid., 15,17,31 (CC 50A,506. ML 42,1082): *... Deus dilectio est. Deus igitur  spiritus sanctus qui procedit ex deo, cum datus fuerit homini, accendit eum in dilectionem  dei et proximi, et ipse dilectio est”.  219): J.Bidu:Royzartzeit D 440Deus dilectio est Deus igıtur
spiırıtus sSanctus quı procedit deo, CUu datus fuerıt hominı1, accendıt CUu In dılectionem
de1 eit DroX1m1, ei ıpse dılecti10 est  28

219) du ROy, art ei:. 441
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10 ımply that there 1S substantıal dıstiınetion between fraternal
love and love ‘“ from Go such that the Jatter: locked wıthın the
indıvıdual, 18 isolated from the encCcounter C enlıvens it. 15 LO do
violence the text #-9). ere 15 VEIY strong argumen agaınst it in De
TIrıiınıtate 8,8,12 itself. Followıng hıs assertion that ...  you SCC the Trinıty ıf
yYOU SCC love  2 and prı0r the sSsO-Calle darıng statement that fraternal
love 1S God and the alleged ımmediate turn-about, Augustine
discourses for ten lınes the nature of love. He concludes: °love ındeed
loves tself, but, unless ıt loves iıtself lovıng somethiıng, ıt o€es nOoTt love
iıtself ıth love. What therefore 0€s love love, eXcept what love ıth
love ?” 22 1). In the face of thıs it 11l be dıfficult maıntaın that the inner
OoOve which 1s God has object. Love-God must be OVEe': ın the aCct of
lovıng somethıng 0)8 OMMCONC f it 1s be sal1d be OVEe: wıth OVe OoVve
that loves nothıng 1S nOoTt love al all OVve loves hat 18 actually OVEe:
ıth love. The latter 15 obvıiously the brother***). Theref{fore, the basıs
of thıs DasSSagc ave grounds for supposing that the love that 1S the
“ınteri0r” God hıch 1s OVve ..  in partıcular and dıistinctive 27  Wway
and from IC the brother 1S OVEe!l N properly OVe: ın 1ts aCtT of love
for the brother Du Roy 0€s deal ıth thıs PASSaRC, and he 1S,
inescapabiy, that ‘“thıs love sends us back the brother <*°), but
he cur10usly aıls SCC ıts applicabılıty the “iınterio0r” ove-God When

love thıs ove-God, he LOO sends us back the brother, for ıt 15
NECCECSSATY that he be lovıng somethıinz OT OMmMeONEC ıf he 15 be OVEe:
ıth love.

Is Augustinıan interior1ıty such that the ne1ghbour, eing changeable
uncertaın creature, has ultımately be turned AWdAY from when direct
ourselves the stabhle and unchangeable God al OUT inner centre? Is

220) Nor 0€s T ractatus In Evangelium Toannıs 17,8 (L 35,1532) gıve
anı y WAaTT: for hat ın fact amounts adıcal separatıon. The (G0d who Can be SCCIH] by
attending the SOUTCEC of love fOor ne1ghbour wıthın oneself lıght not when
iu  «} OUT attention certaın mMmOoment from the neighbour God wıthın, but ın concrete
love for ne1ghbour ıtself.

221) De I riınıtate 9  g  ‚24-26 (CC 42,958) 3 eit carıtas dılıgıt quıdem
S sed 1S1 alıquid dılıgentem dılıgat NO carıtate dılıgıt. Quıid CISO dılıgıt carıtas 181
quod carıtate dılıgımusA

222) De I rınıtate 8,8,  ö  n  6 108 42,958) ' eandem dilectiıonemH2  R. Canning  To imply that there is a substantial distinction between fraternal  love and love ‘“from God”, such that the latter, locked within the  individual, is isolated from the encounter which enlivens it, is to do  violence to the text22°). There is a very strong argument against it in De  Trinitate 8,8,12 itself. Following his assertion that ‘‘you see the Trinity if  you see love”’,/and prior to the so-called daring statement that fraternal  love is God and to the alleged immediate turn-about, Augustine  discourses for ten lines on the nature of love. He concludes: ‘‘love indeed  loves itself, but, unless it loves itself loving something, it does not love  itself with love. What therefore does love love, except what we love with  love?””221), In the face of this it will be difficult to maintain that the inner  love which is God has no object. Love-God must be loved in the act of  loving something or someone ifit is to be said to be loved with love. Love  that loves nothing is not love at all. Love loves what is actually loved  with love. The latter is obviously the brother*??). Therefore, on the basis  of this passage we have grounds for supposing that the love that is the  “interior” God  ‘  which is loved ‘‘in a particular and distinctive way”’  and from which the brother is loved — is properly loved in its act of love  for the brother. Du Roy does deal with this passage, and he is,  inescapably, aware that “‘this love sends us back to the brother””??*), but  he curiously fails to see its applicability to the ‘“interior”” love-God, When  we love this love-God, he too sends us back to the brother, for it is  necessary that he be loving something or someone if he is to be loved  with love.  c. Is Augustinian interiority such that the neighbour, being a changeable  uncertain creature, has ultimately to be turned away from when we direct  ourselves to the stable and unchangeable God at our inner centre? Is  220) Nor does Tractatus in Evangelium Toannis 17,8 (CC 36,175. ML 35,1532) give  any warranty for what in fact amounts to radical separation. The God who can be seen by  attending to the source of love for neighbour within oneself comes to light not when we  turn our attention at a certain moment from the neighbour to God within, but in concrete  love for neighbour itself.  221) De Trinitate 8,8,12,24-26 (CC 50,287. ML 42,958): “‘... et caritas diligit quidem  se, sed nisi se aliquid diligentem diligat non caritate se diligit. Quid ergo diligit caritas nisi  quod caritate diligimus ?”’.  222) De Trinitate 8,8,12,42-43&56 (CC 50,288. ML 42,958): ‘‘... eandem dilectionem  ... qua fratrem diligimus” ; “Sed si eum quem videt humano visu spiritali caritate diligeret  .”.  223) J.B. du Roy, art. cit., p. 436: “... il faut aimer son frere pour pouvoir aimer la  charite meme et cette charite nous renvoie au frere ...”quäa ratrem dılıgimus’””; S1 u quecm videt humano 1SU spirıtalı carıtate dılıgeret

223) du ROY, art CIt., 436 : ıl faut alımer SO  — frere DOUI DOUVOIF almer la
charıte meme ei harıte OUuS renvole frere
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there of the exterior ne1ghbour LO the Inter1Lo0r GG 0d’ scheme al
work here? When speakıng earlıer of the comparıson between love of
love and OVve of form OT truth, WEIC able to show that De Triniıtate
3,6,9 cannot be satısfactorıily inserted into 'per creaturam mutabilem (ın
thıs CaSC, the human ne1ghbour) ad veritatem stabilem)' framework, ıf thıs
1S taken INCAan that ONCC the truth 1s attaıned there 1s pomint
urther interest ın the ne1ghbour. The CONLrary 1S in fact the Cadsec “But,
cleavıng that form, they ıll themselves 1ve rıghteously and conduct
themselves rıghteously by assıgnıng what 15 hıs due sSo that
they IMNaYy OW! nothıng any ONC eXcept love ONMNC another‘’ (Rom
13:8) 4 *7 Attention the truth which 15 interi10rly present*>) 15 nOoTt
wıthout ıts alutary effect for the neıghbour. Equally, d far ASs De
Iriniıtate 8,8,12 1s concerned, OVve of love, OT Visıon of the inter10r God, 1S
nOTt priıvate viewıing of (J0d deep ın nNneSs  7 OW inwardness ASs

xclude the ne1ghbour. We ave already shown why thıs cannot be
fırstiy, the love OVE: 1S deseribed as the cCcommunıon of saınts and the
(G0d sccnıh 1S sa1ı1d be discerned also ın fraternal love; and, secondly, the
Oove OVve 1s that ıth 1C actually love OUT brother, and the love-
God SCCI1 cannot be genumnely OVe: unless he 1s lovıng somethıng 0)8

OTINCOIIIC ( aliquid diligentem and hereby ending us back the
ne1ghbour.

TOmM another pomint of VIEW, however, it 15 questionable hOw much
weıght oug be attached the parallelısm between inter10r DUr

ad schemeand inter10r OVve d du Roy draws ıt Ihe per
assoclated wıth the former breaks OWN CVEOCNMN when confronted ıth love
for inter10r truth 1ın De T rinitate 8,6,9 Furthermore, O€Ss the translatıon
"“more certaın ” far enough ın rendering the certior of De Irinıtate
6,6,12,6? Du ROYy draws comparıson wıth Confessiones ,  ’ “I
WOU. INOTC easıly ou of ıfe than of the ex1istence of the
(rulh <79). 1Io paraphrase: INOTIC certaın of the ruth hrough
C all thıngs ATC made than of IN Y OW ıfe For De T rinitate
8,8, 12.6. however, do noOot NOW God INOIC than the brother because, 1n

224) De I rınıtate 8,6,9 148 '9: 42,955) » ınhaerendo eiıdem 1psı1 tormae
ut 1ps1 iuste vivant justeque moratı sınt, SUa Cu1que dıstrıbuendo, nemıiın!ı quidquam

debeant, 151 Invicem iligant VE
225) ese terms, remıinıscent of De I rinıtate 8,8,12,3-6, do appCar in 8,6,9 (CC

42,955) 9 ıllud quod videt, verıtas est inter10r anımo quı Cam vale
intuer1r

226) Confessiones ’  e (Skutella 141 SEL 33/1,158. 32,742) ; facılıusque
dubıtarem Vivere quam NO SsS5C verıtatem
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the first instance, "more certaın ” of hım but because G0d hımself
1s certiorem. Certus’ sed of DCISONS Can ave the meanıng sure. be
epende: upON, true, farthful’< 63 Thıs INAaY ell be 1ts s1ıgnıfıcance
ere NOW G0d INOTC than brother because he 1S INOTEC dependable,
INOTEC irue, INOTC faıthfüles %3: Because God 18 “certior' ın thıs
because In hım 15 the unchangeable form of goodness 16 benefits all
mankınd Can also be certaın of hım, of hıs unchangıng ıdelıty
And the INOTIC Oove hım In hıs absolute ıdelıty, the INOTEC

surely (certius ) and serenely SCC him 4 3i Note agaln, however, that
OUT teXt 0€es nOoTt Sa Y that, because God 1S INOTEC al  ul, love hım
°more” than brother The God whom NOW INOTE han brother
1s INOTEC present, INOIC inward, certiorem. If AIC ng in see1ng the ınal
term ASs acknowledgement that fiıdelıty 1S greater than hat of
human beings, and hat therefore Can be INOTEC SUTC of hım and
serenely trusting In hıs regard, then the God wh AaDPCAaIs al the H88 of
human interlority long ASs the ne1ghbour 1S OVEe: has dıstinctly INOTC

personal mıen than faceless ıllumınatıon g1ving us OUTr aDSOlute
certitude.

Be thıs d$s ıt May, ın order interpret the ““interlority” of De
I rınıtate 86,8,12 correctly, eed ook carefully al the DAsSsSsagc
ımmediıately precedıng it, 1C deserves tO be quoted In full

Consequently, those wh seek God hrough the intermediary of
those DOWCLIS 1C rule OVCT the WOr of the WOr AIC
removed and cast far AWAaVYV from hım They fiınd themselves far AaWaVY
from hım NnOoTt ın spatıal but because of affections that ATC

contradıctory hım For they PTCSUMIC by outward pa  S
and hereby orsake theır OW inwardness 1ın the intımacy ofe
(GJ0d dwells (interiora SUU deserunt, quibus Inter1lor es! (A7AY
Therefore, CVCMN when they ear of SOTINNC holy eavenly W OT

227) Lewı1s and Short, Aatın Dictionary, 320-321 CM. P.G are ei
I edıtors), Oxford atın Dictionary, Fascıcle H, Oxford, 1969, 305 “Certus” Can be
sed of DETSONS in Varıous capacıitıes ıth the meanıng ‘“absolutely dependable, certaın,
true  A For example, SCC 1cero’s Pro Tullio Tullıo f1ıdelem certumque amıcum
sse  M

228) In er words, God’s love Can be epende: completely. The love of another
human eing CannoTLt be, nOL VvVen hat of frıiend. See De T rinitate 9,4,6 (CC
42,964) ‘  $ verumtame fıer1 potest ut aMICUS et1am odısse incıplat, eit 1PSO amIıCus S5C

desıinat, nescıiente ıllo, ei adhuc amante’.
229) De I rinıtate 8,9,13 CL 42,960) w ut quantov flagrantius dılıgımus

eum certius seren1usque videamus, quı1a ıIn deo CONSPICIMUS incommutabılem
formam jlustitiae, secundum QUaln homınem Vivere oportere iudıcamus’.
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imagıne hOow ıt m1g be, they prefer se17e upON ıts powerfu
10 eeds, al 16 human weakness marvels, rather than imıtate ıts

ODedıen ove by IC ONC enters nto rest FOT, in theır
prıde, they choose be able do hat ange o€es rather than tO
be faıthfully what ange 185 No holy PCISON reJo1ces ıIn hıs OW

W  5 but In the W of Hım from whom he has the capacıty
F5 do whatever Can fıttingly be one And he knows that there 15 IOI

W in eing unıted the Omnipotent Dy consclenti0ously g00d
ıll han in eing able by hıs OW W and ıll accomplısh such
marvellous eel ASs make those wh ATIC incapable of them
remble The Lord Jesus Chriıst hımself performed such ee
that he m1g teach those wh marvelled al them ST1 greater thıngs.
He wanted turn those wh WEeIC attentive and uncertaın about
these unusual empora wonders eternal and ınward realıties (ad
aelerna InterLora converteret). Therefore he sa1ld ; “Come

all YOU wh suffer and AdIiIcC urdene: and 111 efiresh YOU, take
25 IN Y yoke upDON 27  you And he 0€s 1a(0)! SaYy ‘“learn from because

ralse those wh ave een dead for four days’; he Say>S rather:
°° earn from for meek and humble of heart””. For umilıty,
IC 1s moOost SON: 15 INOTE powerful and safer than hıghly nflated
haughtiness. And he SOCS Say nd yYOU ıll fınd rest fOor yOUI

3() souls”’ Ma 11.28-29). For ‘love 15 NOTL puffed 27  up Cor 13.4);
and God 1S OVve  29 In 4.8); and “those wh ATal in love  22
called back from the dın 1C 1$ wıthout sılent JOVS, wiıll rest ıIn
hım  29 Wıs 3.9) See. *G0d 1S OVve  I> Why then do INOVC wıth all
haste towards the heights of the heavens and the depths of the earth

A In search of Hım who 1s ıth us apu: noS), ıf wısh be ıth
Hın ? *}

230) De I rınıtate CN (n 42,957) “"“Quapropter quı quaerun
eum DCI istas potestates qUuUaC mundo praesun vel partıbus mundı auferuntur ab
ongeque lactantur NO  — intervallıs OCOTrum sed dıversıtate affectuum ; exterius nım
Conantur ıre ei interiora SUa deserunt quıbus inter10r est eus Itaque et1amsı alıquam
sanctam caelıtem potestatem vel audıerıint ve] utcumque cogıtaverıint, facta magıs 1US

UJUaC humana miratur infırmıtas; NO  — imıtantur pletatem qua dıvına requies
Comparalur. alunt nım superbe hoc [0) quod angelus quamı devote hOcC SSC quod
angelus Non nım SAanCLIus quisquam potestale SU.:  X gaudet sed 1US JUO
quı1dquıd congruenter potest, eit novıt potentius CSSC conlung!] omn1potentiIı pla voluntate
quam proprıa voluntate quod Contremescant quı alıa 1N1O'  — possunt Itaque 1pse
dominus lesus TISTUS alıa facıens ut miırantes doceret amplıora ei temporalıbus insolıtis
intentos SUSPCNSOS ad aeterna interi0Tra Converterei Venite, inquıit, ad qul
laboratis el oneratı est1S, el CZO VYOS reficiam ; ollite iugum Meum LD VO.  — Et 1910)  —_ dixıt
“Discıte quıla trıduanos OTLIUOS suscıto’, sed alıt isciıte quia MItLS S: 21 humaulis
corde. Potentior est nım ei tut1o0r solıdıssıma humiıilıtas QqUamn ventosissıma celsıtudo Et
iıdeo sequıtur dicens: Et Invenletis requiem animabus VvestrIiSs. Dilectio enım ANON inflatur, eft
deus dilectio eST, el fideles In dilectione adquiescunt Ili revocati abh strepıtu quı forıs est ad
gaudıa sılentıa. Ecce, deus dilectio est Utquıd ImMus l Currımus In sublımıaa caelorum ei 1ima
errarum quaerentes CUu quı est apud 1NOS 81 N1OS CSSC velımus apud eum ?””
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The opposıtıon between interlorıty and exterlorıty in thıs text 1s that
between umlilıty and pride, between solidissima humilitas and VeN-

fOSLSSIMA celsitudo (lınes 7-29 For thıs TCAaSon exterlorıty 1s rejecte and
interlorıty hıghly prized. The meanıng of the latter becomes clear if ıt 15
seit VeCOI agaınst the attrıbutes of prıde. Followıiıng the path of prıde, Dy
IC inwardness (interiora) 18 forsaken, Casts us far from God because
priıde affections AIC opposed Hım (lines 1-7) Pride’s object 1S be
able achileve the stunnıng 6C of W it imagınes angels
perform, and In thıs WaYy it designs tO ave ordınary mortals marvel al ıt
(lines 8-10) re]JOo1Ces ın ıts OW W (lınes 13-14 and ın the strength
of its OW ıll CaIly out ee that ıll others remble (lines
17-19 hıs prıde, 5Sdy>S Augustine rather charmınegly, 1S 1gh-f1own
wiındbag ventosIissıma celsitudo )

ere ave Augustine’s understandıng of exterlorIlty. It 1$ prıde,
characterıised Dy the traıts ave outlıned, which 1S opposed
Augustinıan interlorty. The princıpa feature of Augustine’s inward path
1sS NOTL therefore retour SUur SOl dSs such, but umlillıty. Humllıty prefers

the inward WaY of pietas, of obedient love fOr God:;: it desıires
imıtate the angels fidelıty G0od rather han acquıre theır wondertful
DOWCETIS (lınes 7 To be humble, lıve nwardly, 1$ COIMNNC Chriıst
and to follow hım Christ dıd nOoTt reJo1ce 1n the W! 1Cc nabled hım

perform unusual and bafflıng wonders. As the holıest of PCISONS he
NECW hıs W stem from hıs ‘““being unıted the Omnıipotent by
conscienti0ously 200d wıll” (lines 15-1 hıs W! he sed not dazzle
onlookers but ın order do whatever Can fıttingly be one (lınes 131
For Chrıst, the humble ONC, thıs pomtıng people beyond hıs
astoundıng empora works of W  ’ 1C they MaYy ave een
incliıned to remaın attached. ad Adeterna InterLiora (lines 1-2

encouragıng people wısh be really wıth hım (lınes 35-36 by
QOoDedıen love for the Omnıipotent God., and it also makıng
people followers of hıs humble inward WaYy in accordance wıth 1C the
W the faıthful ave from God 1S sed noTt only fOor empora thıngs
a Can fiıttingly be done, but also 1ın order dırect others the
eternal wonder of human eıng and the enjoyment of “sılent JOY  27 in

rest
Sınce interlor1ty has princıpally do wıth umlilıty, Augustine’s

statement al the beginnıng of De Irınıtate 6,.5,12 that God 18 better
known than the brother because “more inward’”’ ( interiorem) 18 surely
OPCNH the interpretation that God 1s better known those wh follow
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the ınward path of Chrıistian humıilıty. Note, however, that the text O€Ss
nNnOT that the brother 1s not Inter10r al all: it Sday>S only that (J0d 1s
“more inward” <?7) Immedıiately followıng that statement the texi ca
us embrace the ove-God, and thıs love, ASs KNOW, 1s presented A

that IC 1ie makıng us ubject tself, creates bond of holıness
between angels and IN  > The ınward ove-God that 1S embraced 1s the
SAdI11lCc ove that unıtes us the g00d angels, ONC another, and, in
OoDedıen submıissıon, God hımself. ‘“”Thereifore‘ , Augustine continues,
““the INOTEC AIcC healed of the swellıng of prıde, the INOTIC ATC full of
love. And of hat but God 18 he full who 15 full of love?”222)i Thus, the
INOTEC fiınd OUI W in humble attachment God and the INOTIC

UuUsCcC ıt, noOoTt make others marvel al us and remble. but In order fo do
what Can be one for them ın time and teach them ST3 greater thıngs,
the INOTC ATC full of that inter10r love 1C 1S G0od Irue interl1orıty 15
nOoT set VeT agaınst OUT ne1ghbour, but agaınst the WaY of pride“”>).
MaYy ell be that the praecıpue in De TI riniıtate 8,/,10 and 8”

antıphonatıng OUT interiorıty-humuility text Can indeed be
translated °“ above all else  27 But then ave be V areful tO

231) In Confessiones 3611 (Skutella SEL SS Ü 32,688) the SamIllc pomnt 1S
made of God In relatıon the self‘ CF autem 1AS inter10Tr intımo INCO eft super10r
meo’”. 10 SaYy that G0od 15 INOTEC ınward than MOST intıiımate self 15 imply offence
the self. Sımilarly, 5>d y that God 15 INOTEC inward than the intıiımate self of others, T1NOIC

inward than the intıiımate love whıich Jo1ns Ven OUT losest irıends, 15 nOot

downgrade the inwardness of others bypass the intımacy between us, but
acknowledge that human inwardness and intiımacy ATC grounde: ın eing that 15 “ inter10r
intımo NOSITrOo ei super10r nostro’.

232) De Iriıniıtate 8,8,12,9-11 CC 4 ' 957-958): “Quanto ıgıtur Sanılores
tumore superbıae dılectione pleni0res. Et quO 181 deo plenus est quı

plenus est dılectione ?”.
233) In thıs scheme of thıngs, the neighbour Can only improperly be saıd belong

the order of exterlorIity, and that only insofar m1g 00k hım proudly fOor aın
praise. Then, of COUTSC, ıt 15 quest1on of OUT exterlorıity rather than of h1ıs cComparıson
between De T rinıtate 8,/,10 and 8,/,11 15 instructive in thıs regard. The latter CcContrasts the
WaYy> of interl1orıty and exterlorIity, 1C 18 surely elaboratıon of the former’s contras
between *“dılect10 ” and ““cupidıtas””. Note the neighbour-centeredness of the description of
® love, the WaY of interlor1ty : “Haec est autem cra ılect10, ul inhaerentes verıtatı Iuste
VLIVAMUS DL 2.12); e iıdeo cContemnamu: Oomnıa mortalıa DIaC homınum, qUuUO COS

volumus iuste Vvivere. Ita nım eit moOoTI Pro fratrıbus utılıter paratı sS5C poterımus, quod 105

exemplo SUO domiıinus lesus Christus docuıt ”: De T'rinitate S10 (CE 42,956)
234) De I riniıtate ’  - (CC 42,957) e  E  © el quı proximum dılıgıt

CONSCQUCNS est ut 1psam praecıpue dılectionem dılıgat Deus autem 1iectio 538 el qul
In dilectione In deo Ma Consequens CTgO est ut praecıpue eum dılıgat  r Ibid., 8,8.12,42-
43 ( 42,958) NC fıer1 potest ut eandem dılectiıonem NO praecıpue
dılıgamus qua Tratrem dılıgımus”.
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emphasıse hat ıt 15 the humble OVve ith an love OUYF brother and
which unites ONe another that 1S to be OVEe': ‘“above all eise”. and nOot
anı Y pridefu “exteri107” love goadıng us and tO en]Ooy OUT OW

W! Such haughty exterlorıty confuses and frıghtens the ne1ghbour.
However, when, above all thıs, ove-God 1s OVEe In the intimacy of
humble human interlorIity, the ne1ghbour INAaY EXpeCL benefit from
others’ W do whatever Can fıttingly be one for hım and be
taught and turned the ST1 greater realıty of the human vocatıon to the
eternal.

1na pomint interlority: ın lınes 0-11 of the PassSagc quoted
above from De I rinitate 8,/,11 read that, hrough lıving interiorly Dy
imıtatıng the ODedıien OVve of the angels, ONC enters into rest
( divina requlies comparatur ) ; then agaın In lınes 31-33 ...  those who d1C

faıthful ın love’, called back from the dın IC 1S wıthout tOo sılent JOYyS,
“wiıll rest in Hım Does thıs rest In God, thıs findıng rest for OUT souls

In comıng and following the humble Christ (cE Matt 11.28-29),
that human inter-subjectivity 1S really ultımately ypasse: In

Augustinian interiorty? Such inference 18 nOoTt Justıfiıed, for why
should it not be pOoss1 that those wh ATIC al 1ın lovıng the Oove
ith which the brother AN OVEel and 3C unıtes ONMNeEe another
experiıence the hıghest form of Communıtlcatıon ıth theır sisters and
TOtLNers when they ATIC alled back from the dın f BA 1S wıthout
sılent Joys’””? 1g quıte 1C  S eve of inter-suJject1vity noTt be opened
when pridefu WAaVYS buckle before humble love? In ‚pistola /3 tO Jerome

wriıtten In 404 Just before the first redactiıon of De I rinitate,
Book Augustine speaks of hımself dS resting in (G0od when he
experiences theal love of those wıth whom he 1S mMoOst intimate and
friendly: “I rest 1ın theır love wıthout an Yy preoccupatıon. For feel hat
(30d 1S there, and In safety g1ve myself tO hım, and safely resti INn
him  ”235)' In fraternal] love ıtself ONC INaYy rest In God NnOoTt In the “iınterior
GO 29 al the rOOT of OUT indıvıdual subjectivity, but in the interl1o0r God
wh 15 present ın the best of human love dS ıts SOUTCC, sustalner, and
pledge of ıts ıdelıty.

To conclude thıs tO du ROy’'s readıng of Augustine, {[WO
urther NTts 16 ın order. The first CONCETNS du Roy’s contention

235) Epistola 79  y WG 34/2,276. 33,250) e& In (carıtate) sıne ulla
sollıcıtudine requlescCOo: eum quıppe 1C SS5C sent10, ın quecm SCCUTUS DTO1C1O, ei In quO
SCCUTUS requlesco’”.
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that the of unıty and love pull Augustine ıIn opposıte dırections,
the former tO hıs TOLNers iın the church, the latter tO isolatıng Introspec-
t10n. In De Trinitate 8,86,12 the latter 15 consıdered predomıiınate, whıle,
wıth the UNUS Christus selpsum of In Epistolam Toannıis, 10,3,
Augustine 1s saıd LO ave most perfectly SONC beyond hıs subject1v-
ism  236) Now, INOTE than sufficıent has een saı1d cshow that OVe of
love in De I riniıtate 68012 15 neıther isolatıngly introspectiıve 11OT

subjectivistic. Furthermore, ONC important strand of the text CVCOMN quite
explıicıtly combınes theDof unıty and love. Indeed the theme of
the PAsSsSagc Can be regarde: a4as havıng already een announced towards
the en of De T rinitate 8,6,9 and mMOSst explicıtly 1ın 8,/,10 where
Augustine’s compellıng presentatiıon of the unıty of love uncompromı1s-
INgIy enrichingly the ne1ıghbour.

Irue love, however, 1S thıs eing constantly intent upON truth
..  we lıve rıghteously” (Tiıtus 12 and consequently consıder all
that 1S mortal of value ın cComparıson love for people Dy 1C

desıre that they lıve rıghteousliy. For thus 111 be able
PICDAIC ourselves CVECMN dıe for the g00d of the brethren, {ollowıng
the example 1 1 On the Lord Jesus Chrıst hımself taught u  SE
Such 1S the OVEe Augustine hımself states that he 1s concerned wıth iın

hıs for the Trinıty and knowledge of Goöd???) ven ıf ONC Judges
that hıs search for the Trinıty ( amans, el quod AMAaTUr, el amor } ın such
Oove 1S faılure, ONC cannot deny, wıthout imputing Augustine blatant
contradıction, that ıt 1s ove of hıs kınd he intent upDON the truth,

ourselves lıve rıghteously and, above all mortal thıngs, love other
people Dy desirıng that they tOO lıve riıghteously and Dy eing prepare
follow Christ CVCNMN ea for the g00d of the reihren OVe prepare

dıe for the sake of another’s ng relatıonshıp God 1s that .  whıc
unıtes all the g0o0d angels and all the ervants of G0d in the bond of
holıness and IC Jo1ns us and them OTIC another and makes us

subject iıtself”” Because thıs iru  'a'J love has such unıfyıng W and 1s

236) du ROoy, art I: 437, ““Saınt Augustin le plus parfaıtement
depasse SOM subjectivisme lorsqu'ıl parle du Corps myst1que: "UuNus Christus
se1psum. Cum nım Invicem an membra, mat (In Ep l1o zr
AAXV, 204 7)” In fact, Augustine O€s not spea. of “the ONC T1S lovıng hımself”
"the mystical Body” but “the otia Chtist”

237) De I riınıtate 8,7,10 18& 42,956) See text under 223 above.
238) Ibid. "Quapropter NO  — est praecıpue videndum ın hac quaestione quaC de

trınıtate nobıs est ei de cognoscendo deo 1S1 quıd sıt CIa dılecti0, immo CIO quıd sıt
dıilecti0””.
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much of ONC plece, Scripture nOoL inappropriately often has Just ONC

commandment of love stand for beth4*) Indeed, (J0d and the neı1gh-
OUr aTeC OoVve wıth ONC and the SAaIinc Jovei???) the INOTC love God,
the INOTC love ourselves, and consequently the INOTC dIC able
“ consıder all that 18 mortal of value in comparıson love for people
by IC desıre that they lıve rıghteously’

Our readıng of De T rinitate &ö12 1C STTESS! the dımensiıon of
unıty of OVve for God and the ne1ghbour 1S learly SCTIMANC O the strong
eccles1al character of UNUS Christus SEIDSUM, CVCN though the
Christus o€es noTt AaDPCal there Furthermore, In paralle the Holy
pırı ave encountered In and at the SOUICC of love for God and the
ne1ghbour 1s ell worthy of the description: “presence al the SaJmnec time
otally interiorised and otally ecclesial”” “* *). f the WaY of interl1or1ty 15
understood dS Christian umilıty orlentatıng others the ulness of theır
lıves in God, then it coincıdes ıth the missıion of the church in the W
of the Spiırıt that 18 OoVve According du ROYy, °“Christian love, from
1C lıve through the Spirıt, makes us recognıse Chriıst ın OUT

Tothers There{fore, thıs Love, poured Out In OUT hearts, nOoTt only
precedes us from wıthın, but it before us ST1 In TiSE, In the
Chürch? ##%); Augustine’s vole regressLive, du Roy claıms, danger-
ously Counter thıs and, dASs such, it breaks ıth and betrays hıs OW VEIY
profoun experlıence of love 243). Whatever evidence In favour of hıs VIEW

239) Ibid. A NO  3 immerı1ıto plerumque scrıptura DIo utroque 11UI1 ponıt  37
240) De I rınıtate n  m  ’(9 42,959) * Fratrı enım quantitum nobıs

1DSIS; 1105 au 1DSOS magıs dılıgımus quanio magıs dılıgımus eum Ex una igıtur
eademque carıtate eum proximumgque dılıgımus, sed eum propter deum, 1055 autem et

proximum propter eum  @3, du ROy, art CH:; 43 7, 96, asserts that ..  on pourraıt
cıter d’ınnombrables paralleles AdUuX euxX dernieres phrases du De Irın., VIUIIL, 8,12
reVIeW of the references he g1ves, however, reveals clear parallels the eXpress10ns, ‘“deum
propter eum  : and “proximum propter deum  97 but not ..  exX unNna igıtur eademque
carıtate . TIhe latter, would ıke maıntaın, 18 NnOT Just commonplace WdyYy and here,

it WEeTIC, convenıent afterthought of roundıng off faıled discern the Trinıty
In inter-subjective love, but eme VE close the ESSCHNCC of Augustine’s enterprise TOM
De I rıniıtate 8,6,9

241) du ROYy, art CIt., *I] allaıt qu«c le Christ derobe leur
CIICOTIC charnel, DOUT n etre plus present qu’en Esprit, presence la fO1s totalement
interl10rısee ei ecclesiale . hıs OCCUIS in du Roy’'s OW sketch for Irınıtarıan
eology in the lıght of Christian love.

242) Ibid., s harıte chretienne, dont OUusSs VIvons par l’Esprit, OUuSs faıt
reconnaitre le Christ NOS freres. Cet Amour repandu 105 OUS precede ONnNC
pas seulement de l’interieur, ma1ıs ı] vient CNCOTEC au-devant de OUS ans le Christ,
Eglise”.

243) Ibid., 444-445, 116
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IMNaYy be gleaned from De Trinıtate 6.6,12 and hope to ave
demonstrated sufficıently that, In thıs inexhaust1ıbly intriıcate matter, the
evıdence fOor thorough-going vole regressSLIVvE 1$ al least ODCN respectful
questioning there 1S ole spectru of Augustinıan 1C
present Christ comiıing before us ST1 in OUT neıghbour °Eac of yOUu
eXpeCISs receive Christ seated in heaven. TIurn yOUTr attention hım
yıng in the StreeL.; dırect y OUur attention Christ wh 1s hungry and
suffering from the cold, Christ in eed and A stranger  d 244). De Irinıtate
6,8, 12 and parallels ave led SOINC cr1ıt1cs suspect that Augustine 1s LOO
lıttle of Christ who met us ın the ne1ıghbour and that, for
hım, commıtment the ne1ghbour and turnıng God in interl1or1ıty AdIiIc

al least ser10usly al odds ıth each other ong wıth OUT OW Stirong
reservatıons about thıs readıng of De I rinıtate 6,.0.12. however, the
frequency and force ıth IC Augustine retiurns hıs favourıte
Scriptural WCALL Matt 25.40, chatters the one-sidedness of thıs impression
and requıres us LO reflect INOTE deeply STl the sıgnıfıcance of the
ne1ıghbour for hıs co ogy ds ole

('ANNING

244) Sermo 25,8,8 (& 38,170-171): "Exspectat unusqu1ısque vestrum

suscıpere rTiıstum sedentem ın caelo. Attendıte ıllum i1acentem sub porticu, attendiıte
esurlentem, attendite frıgus patıentem, attendıte CRCNUM, attendıte peregrinum’”.


