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ATURAL LOVE GOD VER SELF

Thıs article 11l es  15 that In hıs discussion of whether
loves God INOTEC than himself by natural Jove, James of Vıterbo (c.1255-

repeats and rejects 11eS of Rome’s (1243/7-1316) arguments for
affırmatıve toO the question. James’ rejection of 1les posıtiıon
thıs 1ssue IS important for {[WO L1CAaSONS Fırst, James rejects 1les
Thomistic belief hat humans ave natural inclination love (GJ0d INOTE
than self ' James’ posıtıon 1Ss return to the NAaLlura CUFrVaA posıtion of the
eleven! cCentury, ı7 that re works only for ıts OW)

perfection, and that SIACC N equired for love that 15 not ase: self-
love Second, James’ rejection of natural inclination for lovıng God
affects hıs interpretation of the famous Arıstotelian dıctum, “the nO of
frıendshıip (amicabilia) 1C ex1ist in regar another, COMe from the

of rıen  1p 1C ex1ist in regar one’s OW self?” Whereas
ıles interprets thıs 118 refer only to the love of fellow Teatures,
James understands ıt 18 IN that SOrt of love unassısted Dy STACC has
1ts 1in self-love

{ Gregory Stevens, “ The Disiınterested Love of God According St Ihomas and
Ome of Hıs Modern Interpreters, ” The Thomist (1953) 49 7-541 The relevant

of Thomas aTrc collected and translated in 15528
For discussion of the 1ssue in the ntury, SCC Arthur Landgraf, “Charıte,”

in Dictionnaire de spiritualite, (Parıs: Beauchesne, ols 572-579 For the
relationshıp between Thomas Aquınas and the twelfth-century thinkers Bernard of
Clairvaux and Rıchard of St Victor, SC Reginald Garrıgou-Lagrange, “Le probleme de
1’amour ei la solution de aın Jhomas,” Angelicum (1929) A For INOTE

general discussion of the relatıon between Thomas and earlıer thınkers, SCC Pıerre
Rousselot, Pour "histoire du probleme de "AamOUuFr IV age, Beıträge Geschichte
der Phılosophie des Mittelalters, 6’ ünster: Aschendorff, U Gıllon,
“Priımacia de] apetito unıversal de 10S$ segun Santo Tomaäs,” Tencia Tomista 63 (1942)
328-342; M- Gagnebet, * |_’amour naturel de Dieu hez Saılnt Thomas ef SCS

contemporains, ” Revue omiste (1948) (1949) 5 D
* Amıicabılıa quac sunt ad alterum venerunt amıcabılıbus QuaC z  —A ad se1psum, ”

Arıstotle, Ethica Nicomachea 94 1166131-2 For the ımportance of thıs pasSSagcC, SCC

Rousselot,
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10 argu that James’ posıtıon natural love involves delıberate
rejection of 1les posıtıon, set of objections and replıes in James’
Quodlibet P (1294-1295) 1ll be compared ıth 1ıles Quodlıbet 4,

1289).“ James’ question 15 tiıtled “Whether by natural love
loves God INOTC than hıimself, conversely?” ıles question 1S simılar:
“Whether mMust love G0d INOITIC than himself?”” The present
discussıon 11l not be exhaustive eatmen! of James’ posıition, but it
11l sShow how James SECSSCS and reacts to the arguments of ıles.

In the objections of his question, James o1ves three WaYsS for
arguıng that simpliciter eft absolute loves God MOTEe than self Dy
natural love. The iırd objection 1S drawn from consideration of God
the causal, whole, and x00d (bonum causale, totale, el finale) Thıs
ird objection contaıns wıthın it three eren argumen(ts based these
three dıfferent considerations of God good.® Although the general thrust
of these arguments be OUnN! Omas quınas, it 11l be cshown that
thıs set of three arguments 1S OUun! explicıtly in 1ıles of Rome., and that
James of Vıterbo ften SCS 1ıles OW: Janguage when explaınıng these

James of Vıterbo, Quodlıbet 2’ 2 E} in Jacobi de Viterbio BA Disputatio
Secunda de Quolibet, ed. Felcko Ypma (Würzburg: Augustin-Verlag, 2702-214 FOor
the date, SCcCC Eelcko Ypma, “Recherches la productivıte lıtteraire de Jacques de
Viterbe jusqu’a 1300,” Augustiniand E Pa (1975) 273-274; Idem, introduction Jacobi de
Viterbio .. 8A Disputatıo Prima de Quolibet (Würzburg: Augustin- Verlag, VI;
Idem, introduction Tacobi de Viterbio236  Th. M. OSBORNE  To argue that James’ position on natural love involves a deliberate  rejection of Giles’ position, a set of objections and replies in James’  Quodlibet 2, q. 20 (1294-1295) will be compared with Giles’ Quodlibet 4,  q. 14 (1289).* James’ question is titled: “Whether a man by natural love  loves God more than himself, or conversely?” Giles’ question is similar:  “Whether a man must love God more than himself?”” The present  discussion will not be an exhaustive treatment of James’ position, but it  will show how James assesses and reacts to the arguments of Giles.  In the objections of his question, James gives three ways for  arguing that simpliciter et absolute a man loves God more than self by  natural love. The third objection is drawn from a consideration of God as  the causal, whole, and final good (bonum causale, totale, et finale). This  third objection contains within it three different arguments based on these  three different considerations of God as good.° Although the general thrust  of these arguments can be found in Thomas Aquinas, it will be shown that  this set of three arguments is found explicitly in Giles of Rome, and that  James of Viterbo often uses Giles’ own language when explaining these  4 James of Viterbo, Quodlibet 2, q. 20, in Jacobi de Viterbio O.E.S.A., Disputatio  Secunda de Quolibet, ed. Eelcko Ypma (Würzburg: Augustin-Verlag, 1969), 202-214. For  the date, see Eelcko Ypma, “Recherches sur la productivite litteraire de Jacques de  Viterbe jusqu’a 1300,” Augustiniana 25 (1975): 273-274; Idem, introduction to Jacobi de  Viterbio O.E.S.A. Disputatio Prima de Quolibet (Würzburg: Augustin-Verlag, 1968), vi;  Idem, introduction to Jacobi de Viterbio ... Disputatio Secunda, vi; Palemon Glorieux,  Repertoire des maitres en theologie de Paris au XIIe siecle, 2 vols., Etudes de Philosophie  Medievale, 17-18 (Paris: Vrin, 1933-34), vol. 2, 310. For a controversy about the dates of  James’ works, see John F. Wippel, “The Dating of James of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and  Godfrey of Fontaine’s Quodlibet VIIL” Augustiniana 24 (1974): 348-386. For a recent  discussion of James of Viterbo and bibliography, see Edward P. Mahoney, “James of  Viterbo,” in Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol. 5 (London: Routledge, 1998):  58-60.  Giles of Rome, Quodlibet 4, q. 13, in Quodlibeta (Louvain: 1646; repr. Frankfurt  am Main: Minerva, 1966), 234-237. For the date of Quodlibet 4 as 1289, see Silvia  Donati, “Studi per una cronologia delle opere di Egidio Romano I: Le opere prima del  1285. Il commenti aristotelici; parte II” Documenti e Studi sulla Tradizione Filosofica  Medievale, 2, n. 1 (1991): 74. For discussions of dates, see Francesco del Punta, Silvia  Donati, and C. Luna, “Egidio Romano,” in Dizionario biografico degli italiani, vol. 42  (Rome: Instituto della Enciclopedia Italiana, 1993): 321, 331; Glorieux, 300. For a recent  discussion of Giles and bibliography, see Francesco del Punta and Cecilia Trifolgi, “Giles  of Rome,” in Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol. 4: 72-78.  5 James, 202: “Vigesimo quaeritur: Utrum homo naturali dilectione magis diligat  Deum quam se ipsum, aut econverso.” Giles, 234: “Utrum homo magis debeat diligere  Deum, quam seipsum?”  6 James, 158-159.Disputatio Secunda, VI; Palemon Glorieux,
Repertoire des maitres theologie de Paris XIle siecle, vols., Etudes de Philosophıe
Medievale, 17-18 (Parıs: Vrıin, 1933-34), vol. 2, 310 FOr CONLTOVETISY about the dates of
James works, SCC John Wippel, “The Datıng of James of Vıterbo s Quodlıibet and

Godfrey of Fontaine’s Quodlibet Augustiniana (1974) 348-386 For recent

discussıon of James of Vıterbo nd bibliography, SCC Edward Mahoney, “ James of
Vıterbo, ” in Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol London Routledge,
58-60

Giles of Rome, Quodlıbet 4, 13, in Quodlibeta (Louvaın: 1646; rCDT. Frankfurt
Maın: Miınerva, 234237 For the date of Quodlibet 1289, SCC Sılvıa

Donatı, “Studı DCI und cronologıa delle j% dı Eg1d1i0 Romano Le D' prıma del
1285 11 commenti1! aristotelic1; parte II,” Documenti Studi sulla Tradizione Filosofica
Medievale, 3 (1991) For discussıons of dates, SCC Francesco del Punta, Silvıa
Donatı, and Luna, “Eg1d1i0 Romano, ” in Dizionarıo biografico degli italiani, vol
ome Instituto della Enciclopedia lana, S21 331: Glorieux, 300 For recent

dıscussıon of Gıiles and bibliography, SCC Francesco del Punta and Cecılıa Trifolgı, “CGnles
of Rome,  27 1in Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol TL

James, 202 “Viges1imo quaeritur: homo naturalı dilectione magıs dılıgat
Deum QqUamı 1PSUum, aut econverso.” Giles, 234 homo magıs debeat dılıgere
Deum, quam seipsum”?”

James, 158-159
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arguments. Moreover, the three argumen(ts in James’ iırd objection
presented in the SAaIillc order in 1C 11es (  nNtSs them 10 establısh this
point, each of these three arguments 11l be analyzed separately. Ihe
conclusion of the artıcle 11l emphasıze the importance of James’ rejection
of 11es position.

The analysıs of each argument (God the causal g00d, ole
g00d, and final 200 11l also ave three parts Fırst, James’ presentatiıon
of each indıvıdual argument 111 be gıven. Second, each argument ll be
compared ıth the correspondıing argument in ıles question. 1r for
phılosophıc interest, James’ repLY each argument 111 be gıven.

The first argument, 1C proceeds from the fact that God 15 the
causal g00d (bonum causale), 1s presented Dy James in four steps:“

CT) God produces and eVC)  ıng in eing
C2) Consequently, G0od 15 INOTIC intimate (intimior) sıngle

thıng than it 1s itself.
C3) Ihe go0od of creature 1s LNOTC reserved (reservatur) in God

than it 1S in the created thıng tself, SINCEe God MNgS about
(facit) its eing INOITIC than the creature o0es
Therefore creature loves God LNOIC than itself.C4)

1les eg1ns the Ist argument Dy statıng (C2). ..  D Say that God
1S IHNOTC intıimate (magis intimus) whatever 1ng, than the ıng 15 {tO 1fs
OW: self ”” The form of the argument 15 the Samllc that OUnN! in James,
because 1les SCS expanded version of CI) in 1C. he argucCS that
thıs Intiımacy between (G0d and creature 1S ase‘ the specı1al WdY in
IC the creature 1s effect and vestige OTr lıkeness (vestigium vel
similitudo) of G0od 10 SOINC extent creature 1S lıkeness of God in the
WaY that the impression of seal in 15 the lıkeness of the seal. But
dıfference between the Lypes of lıkeness 1S important fOor understandıng
CE) The impressio0n of the seal remaıns in the after the ceal has been
wıthdrawn. But if God fto PITESCIVC CTrEAaTU: in existence, then the
creature dısappears. The lıkeness of creature tO God has ependance

10 COMPDAIC these arguments wıth the texti of Thomas Aquınas, SCC h1s S5Summa
Theologiae, IL-1L, 26, See Iso note above.

James, 203 °“ Prıma rat1o sumıtur quod Deus est bonum causale. Nam omnı]1a
in sSSC producıt et in SSC Conserval. SIC autem Conservat, quıa est intimıus Uunicul1que re1
magıs QqUamı 1psa s1bl. Et ıta bonum creaturae magıs reservatur in Deo quam et1iam in 1psa

creala, quı1a Deus magıs aCcCı ad 1US SSC QqUuamlı ipsamet. Quare magıs dılıget naturalıter
creatura Deum quam sSe.  27

Giıles, 235 ..  A dicımus nım quod eus sıt magıs intimus cuıiliıbet rel, qUam 165 1psa
sıbı
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that 1s INOTIC 1ıke the causal ependance of the lıkeness of seal reNnlecte:
watlter. Once the seal has been removed, then the lıkeness o€es not

remaın in the water, but rather disappears. ' The connection between (C1)
and C2) 18 NOW clearer. God 1S INOIC intimate thıng than ıt 15 iıtself
because God brings about (facit) the conservatıon of creature’s ESSCIHICC

MOIC than the ESSCHCC of that creature o0€es
ıles SCS ©C2) to establiısh C3) C2) states that creature 15

dependant upon God such WaY that wıthout (G0d creature Cannot

ex1ist, and ıf the creature WeTC annıh1la) G0od COU. make ıt agaın
(reficeret). ” Therefore, ıf the creature consıders in hat respect hıis g00d
1S the dıyıne g00d, because of the above-mentioned dependance upDonNn the
dıviıne go0od for ıts ex1istence, it would SCCIHN the creature that ıts g00d 1s
INOTC present in the dıvine g00d than in its OW) self.!*

One important dıfference in 1ıles presentation of the argument 15
that he SCS addıtional prem1ss 18 IMNOVC from UZ) modıiıfed
version of C3) and C4) The addıitional prem1ss 15 that creature
know that ıts g00d 15 MOTE present in God than iıtself. 1les version of
(C4) concludes that if should consıder that God 1Ss the and

of CVETIY g0o0d, hen aCct moOost (pessime) if do nNnOt
choose God INOTE than ourselves, because know that OUT g00d 1Ss INOTIC

reserved (reservetur) in God than in ourselves. '
Unlıke James, 11eSs ere explicıtly discusses the love practiced by

rational agents, who know that God 1s the producer and of
theır g00d. Whereas James’ version of C4) argucs that all creatures

naturally love God INOTe than themselves, Giles’ version states that
must love God MO than ourselves precisely because know that
g00d 1s present in God INOTE than in ourselves. Nevertheless, the sımılarıty
between the arguments has een shown. Both arguc for their

bıd. “Hujusmodı autem vestigium, vel simiılıtudo NO!  - est sicut similitudo sigıllı
reperta ın CEeTA, qulia absente s1g1llo remanet ejusmodiı simiıilitudo ın CEeTA, sed magıs est
siıcut sımılıtudo s1gillı in aqua, est nım tantae fluxıbiılıtatıs, quod ad OoOmentum )9[0)91

retinere formam sıgıllı, nısı adesset sigillum.” For Gıles’ understandıng of
vestig1um, SCC (nles of Rome, In Primum Librum Sententiarum (Venice: 1 3ZE: ICDT.
Frankfurt Maın: Miınerva, 3’ Z 20w- 235y

Gıles, Quodlıbet 4’ 1 9 236 . eus facıt magıs ad conservationem creaturae,
1psa crea!  n sıne Deo enım etiam ad Omentum NO  w exıistere creatura ei S1

annıhilata esse' crea!  5 Deus, quando vellet, 1psam reficeret.”
12 Ibıd. O1 CI SO creatura adverteret, quantum Oonum esse‘ bonum dıyınum, ef quod S1

annıhılata esse! pPCT illud bonum reficı5 ef quod sıne illo bono SSC NnON 9
videret, bonum SUUM magıs SSC in illo bono divıino, quam 1psa.”

13 Ibid. “Igıtur S1 consıderemus quod Deus sıt Omnıs bon1] cCausatıvus eft conservatıvus,
pessime agCMUS S1 non magıs delıgamus SIC Deum, quUam NOS 1DSOS, CO gnoscentes, quod
bonum nOsStrum magıs reservetur in Deo, quam Se1pSO
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conclusions from cons1iderations of causatıon and Consequent
intiımacy ıth creatures

James’ repLYy to the argument focuses [WO dıfferent SCS of
“iIntimus”. James admıts that ıth respect the causalıty of creature’s
conservatıon in ex1istence God 15 INOTC intimate o the than it 1s
ıtself. The IS that God 1s the of the creature, and the creature
1s not the of itself. But if intimacy 1s considered fNowing from
un1o0on unıty, CVETIY creature 1s INOTe intimate (8 itself than it 1S God
James 1{8 be arguıng that sSince CVETV creature 15 ONC thıng itself and
dıfferent from God, it ollows that ıth respect o unıty CVEIY creature 1S
INOTEC intimate itself than fo God In thıs objection James aCCcepts (C1);
but he thınks that ©2) 1S not relevant the question. James al ZUCS that
love 15 ase! consıderations of unıty. It ollows from that SINCEe
creature 15 unıted ıtself mMOSst of all, it 111 naturally love its OW) self
moOost of a]1l4

The second argumen(t, 1C proceeds from the fact hat God 1S the
ole g00d (bonum fotale), 1s presented by James in four steps: ”

11) In God 1S contaıned the ground ratio) of CVEIY g00d.
(K2) Every g00d 1s compared (comparatur) 18 hım 1S

compared to the ole
43) The naturally loves the ole INOTeC than itself.
14) creature naturally loves God iINnOoTre than itself.

James g1ves tradıtıonal lıne of reasoning establısh (I3) and
sShOow ıts relevance uman action. In ature SCC that hand, 16 1S

of the body, naturally CXDOSCS ıtself danger for the preservatıon of
the ole body. Sınce ratio) imiıtates nature, there 1S counterpart
in polıtical action. The g0o0d cıtizen naturally CXDOSCS himself fO the
danger of death for the preservatıon of the polıtıc: communıty (res
publica). Therefore the g0ood cıtızen loves the go0od of the community
INOTITC than he loves hıs OW g00d The examples of the hand and the

James, 211 . dicendum est quod Deus est intiımı1o0r reı quam FOS sıbı 1ps1,
tum ad causalıtatem conservation1s; quia plus dependet 1C5 quaelıbet a Deo
secundum ratıonem CauUSaCl, CUMN ICS NON sıt Sul 1pPSIUS; eus autem est el ‚ausäa. Sed
quantum ad ratiıonem un10n1s vel unitatıs, magıs est intıma res quaelibet sıbı 1ps1 QUaMı
Deo Unio autem maxıme consıderanda est in amicıtıa S1ve dilectione.”

15 James, 203 “Secunda ratıo sumıtur quod eus est bonum totale; qulia in 1DSO
continetur ratıo MmMn1s boni, et INNEC alıud bonum Comparatur ad ipsum, ut ad tOtum.
Pars autem naturalıter magıs diligit LOtum quam se  27 (T4) 1S nOot explicıtly formulated.
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cıtızen endangering themselves for the g00d of the ole ShOow that the
loves the whole INOTEC than it loves itself.!®

TIhe presentation of thıs argument by ıles 18 INOTC condensed than
that found in James. 1ıles argument begıins by akıng statement that
combines both (T1) and F2) .. God 18 the whole g00d, havıng in
hımself good whatever.  17 10 establısh (13) ıles oe€eSs not mention
the tradıtional argument of the g00d cıtızen sacrıficıng himself for the
state, but he o€es g1ve detajled discussıon of the example concerning
how the of the body sacrıfices ıtself for the g00d of the ole 1les

argucs that the greater love of the for the ole 1S naturally stamped
(impresSus) by instinct of na the members of body. In

general, thıs self-sacrıficıng love of the for the whole 1 naturally
inserted (inditus) into If thıs WeIC not the Cası then the
would nOT CXPOSC itself anger death for the g00d of the head.'® FOor

1les, creal| do not ave inclinatıon fOor theır OW: perfection alone,
but they ave wiıthın themselves greater inclinatıon for the ole g00d,
which 18 God

Since 11es has established that the has natural instinct (8)

sacrılıce itself for the whole, and creature 15 certaın expression of that
whole g0o0od which 1S God, (T4) Lollows, namely that it 1S natural fOr

creature love God IOI than its OW:  — self. Thıs emphasıs natural
inclinatıon 1S insıght originally put forth by IThomas Aquinas’
discussion of the natural love of God ” However, the structure of the

argument and the order in which the arguments whole presented
sShOW that James’ primary arge' Was the argument presented by 1ıles

At the end of the second argument 1l1es discusses briefly the
diıctum of stotle mentioned in OUT introduction, namely that “the notes

of friendshıip that for another COM from the nO of friendshıip that

Ibıid. . quia DaIs naturalıter exponıit ad conservatiıonem tot1us, sicut NU:

naturalı inclinatıone exponıit ad resistendum vel ad suscipiendum ictum PIO
conservatıone totıus COrpOTIS. Et qula ratio mıiıtatur naturam, deo istud et1am invenıtur in
actıbus polıticıs. Bonus nım C1IVIS exponıit mortis periculo 908 onservatıone rel

publicae.” his argument 15 mMmon Man y medieval authors. FOr its role 1n Thomas

Aquinas thought, SCC Stevens 523.:532 For Arıstotle’s discussıon of the g00d cıtizen

exposing himself the danger of death for the sake of the political community, SCC

Ethica Nicomachea 9 8 1169a17-27
1/ Giıles, 236 . eus sıt bonum totale habens in quodcumque bonum.  27
I8 Ibıd. . 1DSIS autem membriıs nostrıs hanc egem SSC impressam instinctu

naturae perc1pımus, quod pa exponant periculo ef mort] pro defensione Oot1us; quod
1ON essetl, NIS1 naturalıter esset indıtum partıbus quod plus dılıgerent totum quam se1psas. ”

For Thomas or1ginalıty, SCC Gagnebet: 414



VITERBO OME 241

for ourselves.  „29 Ove between 1s love between parts
Consequently, thıs Lype of love for another be based self-love
Siınce the love of creature for God 18 the love of for the whole, it
ollows that the love for the ole g00d 1s entirely dıfferent from love for
ne1ghbor, and cCannot CoOome from self-love.“' In the conclusion of thıs
artıcle ıt 111 be shown that James of Vıterbo inks that thıs diıctum of
1stotle true not Just for the love hat ONC creature has for another
creature, but for purely natural love. Ihe ICasSson 1S that James rejects
11es belief that the has natural instinct to sacrıfıce ıtself for the
200d of the ole

James’ repLy the argument 1S dırected agaınst 12) and +3) He
es that 1s nCIlude: in the ole in [WO Way>S In ONC WaYy the
1S ON ıng ıth the ole In thıs the loves the ole ıth
love equa. that Dy 1C it loves ıtself, Ssince they both ODN!|  @ In
another 9 the Can be consıdered as dıfferent (diversa) from the
ole nasmuch the 1s dıfferent from the whole, it loves itself
INOTEC than the whole  22

109 reject 11es posıtıon, James needs {O address the dıfferent
examples 1C. provıde Support for (13), 1C the hand sacrıficıng
iıtself for the body and the g0o0d cıtiızen sacrıficıng himself for the g0o0od of
the community. James discusses these 1SSues separately. Fırst, he
attacks the doctrine that ave natural inclinatıon love the
ole INOTIC than themselves. According o James, when the g00d of
1s sacrıfıced for the g0o0d of the whole, thıs sacrıfice IS caused not Dy the
natural appetıte of the but rather by the natural appetite of the ole
1C K{ the parts Here James discusses the Casc of the hand OT

eing endangered for the welftfare of the body. The hand the o€eSs
nNnOT CXDOSC itself 18 anger. On the CONILTFAaTY, the ole body CXDOSCS such
less worthy parts 110 danger 1n order {O profect INOTE nO (nobilior)

20 See note CGiles’ version diıffers from that found in the version presented in
ames’ by statıng, "quae sunt ad NOS 1DSOS” rather than “ad 1pSUum. ” See Gıles,
236; James, 208 James reproduces “ad NOSs 1DSOS” hen attackıng the posıtıon of
Chles

Giıles, 236 “Intelligenda z  ‚m de am OTe partıs ad artem, Nnam amıcabılıa Unıus
partıs ad alıam SUrrexXerunt amıcabıilıbus, QUuaC sunt ad se1psum. Non autem intelligenda
sunt es1 jet1?] de partıs ad totum. quası Pals magıs debeat dılıgere (OtUum, (QuUam
se1psum. ”

22 James, D “"Uno modo ut includıtur In tOtfOJAMES OF VITERBO AND GILES OF ROME  241  are for ourselves.” Love between creatures is a love between parts.  Consequently, this type of love for another can be based on self-love.  Since the love of a creature for God is the love of a part for the whole, it  follows that the love for the whole good is entirely different from love for  neighbor, and cannot come from self-love.” In the conclusion of this  article it will be shown that James of Viterbo thinks that this dictum of  Aristotle holds true not just for the love that one creature has for another  creature, but for any purely natural love. The reason is that James rejects  Giles’ belief that the part has a natural instinct to sacrifice itself for the  good of the whole.  James’ reply to the argument is directed against (T2) and (T3). He  states that a part is included in the whole in two ways. In one way the part  is one thing with the whole. In this sense the part loves the whole with a  love equal to that by which it loves itself, since they both are one. In  another sense, the part can be considered as different (diversa) from the  whole. Inasmuch as the part is different from the whole, it loves itself  more than the whole.”  To reject Giles’ position, James needs to address the two different  examples which provide support for (T3), which are the hand sacrificing  itself for the body and the good citizen sacrificing himself for the good of  the community. James discusses these two issues separately. First, he  attacks the doctrine that creatures have a natural inclination to love the  whole more than themselves. According to James, when the good of a part  is sacrificed for the good of the whole, this sacrifice is caused not by the  natural appetite of the part, but rather by the natural appetite of the whole  which uses the parts. Here James discusses the case of the hand or arm  being endangered for the welfare of the body. The hand or the arm does  not expose itself to danger. On the contrary, the whole body exposes such  less worthy parts to danger in order to protect a more noble (nobilior) part  20 See note 3. Giles’ version differs from that found in the version presented in  James’ response by stating, “quae sunt ad nos ipsos” rather than “ad se ipsum.” See Giles,  236; James, 208. James (214) reproduces “ad nos ipsos” when attacking the position of  Giles.  2! Giles, 236: “Intelligenda sunt de amore partis ad partem, nam amicabilia unius  partis ad aliam surrexerunt ex amicabilibus, quae sunt ad seipsum. Non autem intelligenda  sunt esi [eti?] de amore partis ad totum: quasi pars magis debeat diligere totum, quam  seipsum.”  22 James, 212: “Uno modo ut includitur in toto ... Unde hoc modo eadem et aequali  dilectione diligit se et totum; nec est comparatio inter ea, quia hoc modo non sunt diversa.  Alio modo potest considerari pars ut est diversa a toto. Nam, licet aliquo modo sit eadem  toti, tamen habet diversitatem quamdam a toto. Et hoc modo pars magis diligit se quam  totum.”nde hoc modo eadem et aequalı
dılectione dılıgıt ef tOtum; NeCC est comparatıo inter C qula hoc modo NON Sunt dıversa.
10 modo potest consıiderarı Dars ut est diversa a {OTO. Nam, licet alıquo modo sit eadem
totl, tamen habet dıversiıtatem quamdam LOTO Et hOoc modo pPars magıs dılıgıt quam
totum. ”



2472 OSBORNE

ıke the CYC ımılarly, in the unıverse God permits evıl annn Darts
aCcCcount of the g00d of the ole universe.” Whereas 1les inks that
the has impressed wıthın ıtself natural instinct for the g00d of the
unıverse, James inks hat the 15 ordered o the g0o0d of the ole by

external orderer. In this respect, James foreshadows the ecaCc of
Jo  S Duns CcCo the issue.““

imılarly, James maiıintaılins that when cıtızen chooses CXPOSC
himself danger for the sake of the polıtical communıty, he 18 primarıly
actıng for hıs OW benenft. ere WaYy>S in which such cıtizens
intend theır OW: beneft Fırst, there those who endanger themselves
for glory and the praise of the polıtic communıty. Consequently, Since

they primarıly love praıse and glory, they love themselves INOTC than the

polıtıcal community.“” Praise and glory extrinsic g0o0ds ere 1s
another itype of cıtizen who CXPOSCS himself danger for the good of
vıirtue. Thıs virtuous cıtızen endangers himself not because he loves the
communıty IMNOTIC than himself, but rather because he loves the g00d of
virtue, which pertaıns hıs perfection (pertinens ad perfectionem
hominis). ee he loves hımself SVn INOIC than the cıtiızen who aCTts for

praise and glory loves himself£, Since iırtue 15 intrinsıc g00d, whereas

praise and glory extrinsıc goods.“ Such loves the g00d of the

communıty INOTC than the g00d of his body, which he 1S prepared
sacrıfice; however, he o0€Ss nOot prefer the publıc go0od to the g00d of
ırtue Thıs 1S5 clear from the fact that such cıtızen would not CXPDOSC
himself the loss of the g0o0d of ırtue for the sake of the polıtical
community.“”

23 Ibıd., “Nam, ut videtur, pars NON exponit 1psam 1908 conservatione totlus, sed
totum est illud quod exponit partem DIO salute SUl,; el partem vilıorem pro salute partıs
nobilior1s, ut IMNanummm 988 oculo. SIiC nım el in un1ıverso Deus permittit malum partıs,
propter bonum totiıus.  7

John Duns Cotus, Ordinatio ILL, SUDP. dist. 2 E in Allan Wolter, ed., Duns

ScCOotus the Will and Morality (Washıiıngton, The Catholıc Universıity of Amerıca
exempla ista NON ostendunt propositum. Solummodo nımPress, 4372

manifestant quod totum magıs dıilıgit bonum SU11PSIUS vel partıs principaliorıs totius quamı
partıs minus principalıs.”

25 James, 202 “Sicut enım Il quı exponunt periculıs pro salute communitatıs, ut

hoc laudentur, NOn magıs dılıgunt communıtatem S| 1immo magıs dılıgunt
QqUam communıiıtatem, dum propriam laudem el glorıam iıntendunt PE

Ibid. Et tanto amplıus dicendum est hoc, de ist1s quam de hıs quı propter
laudem hoc facıunt, quamVvıs qu:; bonum virtutis est malus bonum ei magıs pertinens
ad perfectionem homiıinıs quam laus qua«C est extrinsecum bonum.”

27 James, 2129218 . huliusmodiı C1IVIS nollet amıttere bonum virtutis propter
communiıtatem salvandam.”
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Thıs understandıng of the g00d cCitizen 15 of partıcular interest
because ıt reflects debate at the Universıity of Parıs between the Arts
Faculty and SOMME theologı1ans. In h1ıs Quodlıbet 10, 3, Godfirey of
Fontaıimes mentions that there 15 dıspute between the Perıipatetics who usec
Arıstotle’s eOry of frıendship sShow that ethics 15 primarıly Lype of
self-love, and those theologıans who interpret stotle by following

enlıghtened by faith “ James’ understanding of the g00d cıtızen’s self-
sacrıfice, and hıs dıstinction between extrinsic g00ds and intrinsiıc g00ds,
ollows closely the posıtıon taken Dy 1ger of Brabant, who argued that
g00d PETSON bonus) dıffers from bad PCrsonN malus) in that he rıghtly
acts for hıs hıghest Z00d, 1C 15 the good of vıirtue The g00d cıtiızen 1S
williıng tOo sacrıfice hıs extrinsıc g0o0ds of eA| and 1ıfe for the g0o0d of
the state, but it 15 only because he recogn1zes that by olng he acquıres
for hımself the INOTC important extrinsic g00d of irtue.“ It 15 interesting
that the interpretation of 1sSTtOfle and iın the understandıng of the g00d
cıtızen ’s actıon, James ollows the interpretation of the Arts Faculty and
not the theologıians. the conclusıon, 11l SCC how James combiıines
Siger’s posiıtion wıth Bernard’s nNnNalura CUFVA, 16 states that ature
unassısted bDy STACC 1s primarıly self-iınterested.

The 1r argument for the natural abılıty 118 love God IHNOTIC than
self proceeds from the fact that God 1S the final g0o0d (bonum finale)
James presents the argument in four parts:”

F1) God 1s the end of all thıngs, LOr the sake of 1C (propter
quem all thıngs

28 Godfrey of Fontaıines, Quodlıbet X’ 6’ in Le dixieme Ouodlibet de Godefroid de
Fontaines, ed. ean Hoffmans, Les Philosophes Belges, 47 fasc. (Louvaın: nstitut
Superieur de Philosophıie, 193 1), “Inter differentias quacC inter theologos quı
sequuntur dictamen ration1ıs secundum illustratıonem lumiınıs el fıde]1 ei inter perıpatet1cos
quı sequebantur dictamen ration1ıs solum secundum iıllustratiıonem rat1on1s naturalıis Ka
hope discuss the posıt1ons of Godfrey and Siger In further study

Sıger of Brabant, Quaestiones Morales, 5’ in Siger de Brabant, Ecrits de logique,
de morale, el de physique, ed. Bernardo Bazan (Louvaın: Publications Universıitaires:;
Parıs Beatrıce-Nauwelaerts,n 103-105

James, 203 “Tertia ratıo sumıiıtur quod eus est bonum finale. Est nım
OomnNıum fınıs, propter QquCcm Sunt omn1a; et 1ıdeo propter 1psum dilıgenda sunt omnı1a. Sed
propter quod unumquodque est, ei illud magıs. uaere 1pse maxıme eft Omnıa est
naturalıter dılıgendus.” For (F3), ct. Arıstotle, Analytica Posteriora A  , in
Aristoteles Latinus, IV’ 1  ' 2nd ed., eds Lawrence Minio-Paluello and Bernard odd
(Bruges-Parıs: Desclee de Brouwer, translatıo lacobı,JAMES OF VITERBO AND GILES OF ROME  243  This understanding of the good citizen is of particular interest  because it reflects a debate at the University of Paris between the Arts  Faculty and some theologians. In his Quodlibet 10, q. 3, Godfrey of  Fontaines mentions that there is a dispute between the Peripatetics who use  Aristotle’s theory of friendship to show that ethics is primarily a type of  self-love, and those theologians who interpret Aristotle by following reason  as enlightened by faith.”® James’ understanding of the good citizen’s self-  sacrifice, and his distinction between extrinsic goods and intrinsic goods,  follows closely the position taken by Siger of Brabant, who argued that a  good person (bonus) differs from a bad person (malus) in that he rightly  acts for his highest good, which is the good of virtue. The good citizen is  willing to sacrifice his extrinsic goods of health and life for the good of  the state, but it is only because he recognizes that by doing so he acquires  for himself the more important extrinsic good of virtue.” It is interesting  that in the interpretation of Aristotle and in the understanding of the good  citizen’s action, James follows the interpretation of the Arts Faculty and  not the theologians. In the conclusion, we will see how James combines  Siger’s position with Bernard’s natura curva, which states that nature  unassisted by grace is primarily self-interested.  The third argument for the natural ability to love God more than  self proceeds from the fact that God is the final good (bonum finale).  James presents the argument in four parts:®  (F1)  God is the end of all things, for the sake of which (propter  quem) all things are.  28 Godfrey of Fontaines, Quodlibet X, q. 6, in Le dixieme Quodlibet de Godefroid de  Fontaines, ed. Jean Hoffmans, Les Philosophes Belges, t. 4, fasc. 3 (Louvain: Institut  Superieur de Philosophie, 1931), 318: “Inter differentias quae ponuntur inter theologos qui  sequuntur dictamen rationis secundum illustrationem luminis et fidei et inter peripateticos  qui sequebantur dictamen rationis solum secundum illustrationem rationis naturalis ...” I  hope to discuss the positions of Godfrey and Siger in a further study.  29 Siger of Brabant, Quaestiones Morales, q. 5, in Siger de Brabant, Ecrits de logique,  de morale, et de physique, ed. Bernardo Bazän (Louvain: Publications Universitaires;  Paris: Beatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1974), 103-105.  30 James, 203: “Tertia ratio sumitur ex eo quod Deus est bonum finale. Est enim  omnium finis, propter quem sunt omnia; et ideo propter ipsum diligenda sunt omnia. Sed  propter quod unumquodque est, et illud magis. Quaere ipse maxime et super omnia est  naturaliter diligendus.” For (F3), cf. Aristotle, Analytica Posteriora 1.2.72a29-30, in  Aristoteles Latinus, IV, 1-4, 2nd ed., eds. Lawrence Minio-Paluello and Bernard Dodd  (Bruges-Paris: Desclee de.Brouwer, 1968), translatio Iacobi, 9: " ... semper enim propter  quod est unumquodque, illud magis est, ut propter quod amamus; illud amicum magis est.  "; translatio Ioannis, 114: " ... semper enim propter quod est unumquodque illud magis  est, sicut propter quod amamus, illud amicum magis."SCINDCI nım propfter
quod est unumquodque, iıllud magıs esL, ut propter quod aM amus, illud amıcum magıs est.
". translatıo [oannıs, 114JAMES OF VITERBO AND GILES OF ROME  243  This understanding of the good citizen is of particular interest  because it reflects a debate at the University of Paris between the Arts  Faculty and some theologians. In his Quodlibet 10, q. 3, Godfrey of  Fontaines mentions that there is a dispute between the Peripatetics who use  Aristotle’s theory of friendship to show that ethics is primarily a type of  self-love, and those theologians who interpret Aristotle by following reason  as enlightened by faith.”® James’ understanding of the good citizen’s self-  sacrifice, and his distinction between extrinsic goods and intrinsic goods,  follows closely the position taken by Siger of Brabant, who argued that a  good person (bonus) differs from a bad person (malus) in that he rightly  acts for his highest good, which is the good of virtue. The good citizen is  willing to sacrifice his extrinsic goods of health and life for the good of  the state, but it is only because he recognizes that by doing so he acquires  for himself the more important extrinsic good of virtue.” It is interesting  that in the interpretation of Aristotle and in the understanding of the good  citizen’s action, James follows the interpretation of the Arts Faculty and  not the theologians. In the conclusion, we will see how James combines  Siger’s position with Bernard’s natura curva, which states that nature  unassisted by grace is primarily self-interested.  The third argument for the natural ability to love God more than  self proceeds from the fact that God is the final good (bonum finale).  James presents the argument in four parts:®  (F1)  God is the end of all things, for the sake of which (propter  quem) all things are.  28 Godfrey of Fontaines, Quodlibet X, q. 6, in Le dixieme Quodlibet de Godefroid de  Fontaines, ed. Jean Hoffmans, Les Philosophes Belges, t. 4, fasc. 3 (Louvain: Institut  Superieur de Philosophie, 1931), 318: “Inter differentias quae ponuntur inter theologos qui  sequuntur dictamen rationis secundum illustrationem luminis et fidei et inter peripateticos  qui sequebantur dictamen rationis solum secundum illustrationem rationis naturalis ...” I  hope to discuss the positions of Godfrey and Siger in a further study.  29 Siger of Brabant, Quaestiones Morales, q. 5, in Siger de Brabant, Ecrits de logique,  de morale, et de physique, ed. Bernardo Bazän (Louvain: Publications Universitaires;  Paris: Beatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1974), 103-105.  30 James, 203: “Tertia ratio sumitur ex eo quod Deus est bonum finale. Est enim  omnium finis, propter quem sunt omnia; et ideo propter ipsum diligenda sunt omnia. Sed  propter quod unumquodque est, et illud magis. Quaere ipse maxime et super omnia est  naturaliter diligendus.” For (F3), cf. Aristotle, Analytica Posteriora 1.2.72a29-30, in  Aristoteles Latinus, IV, 1-4, 2nd ed., eds. Lawrence Minio-Paluello and Bernard Dodd  (Bruges-Paris: Desclee de.Brouwer, 1968), translatio Iacobi, 9: " ... semper enim propter  quod est unumquodque, illud magis est, ut propter quod amamus; illud amicum magis est.  "; translatio Ioannis, 114: " ... semper enim propter quod est unumquodque illud magis  est, sicut propter quod amamus, illud amicum magis."SCHIDCI Nnım propter quod est unumquodque illud magıs
est, sıcut propter quod aanl us, illud amıcum magıs  ”
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F2) Therefore all ings 18 be OVe: for the sake of hım
ropter ipSum)

F3) But that account of which CVETIY single thıng ex1sts, 15
ILHNOTC (Sed propter quod unumquodque eslT, el Ile magQis)

(F4) Therefore God 1S be OVEel naturally MmMoOst of maxime)
and above all ings (super omnia).

F3) plays the central role ın thıs argument. The uUuscC of 66G0d9’
the object of the preposıtion “propter ” lınks the argument from F1) to

(F3) Everything 15 for the sake of God (propter quem), and 15 18 be OVEe!l
aCCOount of hım (propter ipsum) The word “magis” in F3) 18 linked

ıth “maxime” ın F4) K3) be rephrase: an  ıng for the sake of
1C somethıng else ex1sts, 15 IMOTC magis) than somethıng 1C ex1ists
for ıts sake Sınce God IS that for the sake of which everything 1S, it
ollows that God 1S to be Ove: most of all maxime) and above everythıng
else.

ıles presentatiıon of this argument ollows the Samllec stiructure and
scs INnan of the Samne words, but it dıffers in the formulatıon of F1)
because of 1ıles emphasıs partıcıpation. 1ıles begıns by asserting that

g0o0od 1S g00d only insofar it partıcıpates in the divıine g0o0d (iIn
quanium participat divinum bonum) 1les then K thıs version of F1) LO
establısh (F2), 3C 18 that OUT g00d 1S o be ove' account of the
dıvine g00d (propter divinum bonum).” Here 1les 11078 emphasızes the
importance of ‘“propter”. Everything 18 loved aCCount of (propter) the
dıviıne g00d, but the dıvine g00d 1S nOot OVEel aCcCCcounft of (propter)
an  ing, because it 1S essentially and Der g00d 1iles pomints Out that
love OUT ne1ghbor aCCOuntft of (propter) the soclety that chare wıth
hım in the divine g00d.*“

The version of F3) OUnN! in 1ıles 15 worth reproducıng because of
ıts imılarıty that OunN! in James: propter quod unumquodque, tale el

ıllud MAaQIS. The IMOVC (F4) 1s the Salllc that found in James Sınce

Giıles, 236 O1 CISO bonum NOStIrum nonNn est bonum, nisı in tum partiıcıpat
divinum bonum, CONSCQUCNS est, quod NON sıt dılıgendum, niıs1 propter illud dıyınum
bonum, CUJus partıcıpatione habet quod sıt bonum quodlıbet CTIgO debet dılıgere ıpsum
SIVE SUUI) bonum propter diyınum bonum. ”

32 bıd. “Proximum autem debent dılıgere propter socJıetatem, quamı CU) 1PSO ın
1lo bono
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love (OUT OW g00d acCCcCount of (propter) the dıvine g00d it ollows
the must love the dıvine x00d INOTEC (magis) than OUT OW g0o0od 33

Although 11es primarıly discusses partıcıpatıon thıs ırd
he K partıcıpatıon WaYy hat consıders G0od the final

g00d Thıs lınkage between partıcıpatıon and the consıideration of God
the final g00d becomes clear after 11es establıshes (F4) and continues 18
discuss the dıfference between love of ne1ghbor and love of God 1les
explaıns that do not ave goodness byp: ne1ghbor
but rather by 8 God Consequently, g00d 15 not to be
OoVve: aCcCCcCount of (propter) ne1ghbor the final g00d (fınaliter), but

aCcCount of the divine g0o0od G0d 15 the final g00d for the sake of 1C
(propter) must love both ourselves and ne1ghbor The
CONNecCtLiON between James presentatiıon of the argument involving (10d

the final g00d and 11es dıscussion ofp15 NO  S clear G0d
15 the final g00d precisely because CVEIYV reated g00d partıcıpates God
and 15 fo be OVve: for the sake of that dıvıne g00d

James replıes thıs WaYysS Fırst he attacks the
relevance of F3) the argument James argument 15 that Just because
somethıng 199(0)8>+ mAagis) aDSOlute o€es nOot follow that 1t
15 INOTE James makes the dıstincetion between that 1C moOost
ovable ıtself and that ı (%) 15 most ovable LO us Thıs dıstinction 15

analogous {tOo that between those ings 1C most knowable
themselves and those 1C most knowable us We do nOt Ways
know best those ings 1C themselves most knowable ımılarly,
do not Wways love those ings that better but instead love those
ings that INOTC jomed (nobis coniunctiores) God 15 the mMOst
ovable ıng (maxime diligibilis) because he 15 the MOSst good (maxime
bonus) However 15 INOTC unıted (maxime UNuS) tO hımself
than he God 1t ollows that he loves hımself INOIC than he loves God
James first of the argume 15 his sertion that the
argument from F1) F3) only DIOVCS that God 15 moOost ovable
himself but 1t 0€Ss nOot that God 15 most ovable fo

37 Ibıd. Cum bonum NOS sıt dıligendum propter dıyınum bonum, CONSCYUCNS
est quod debeamus dılıgere Deum, qUam NOS D}  9 et divyvinum bonum 5°  9
NnOstrum bonum

34 Gıles, 236-237 SUINUS 1800001 bon1 NON partıcıpatıone PDFOA1IN], sed partıcıpatıone
De1i NCC est bonum NOS! dılıgendum finalıter propter INUM, sed propter Deum eft
propter dıivyinum bonum.”

35 James, 28 .. dicendum est quod 197(0)8! SCHILDCI dılıgımus melı0ores sed nobis
COoNıunctliores 1C€! CT ZO eus S1It bonus, naturalıter tamen quılıbet est <ıb] 1DS1

unus, et ideo naturalı dılectione diligıit homo quam Deum Arguıt CTZO
ratıo 1Sta quod Deus sıt INaX1ıme dılıgıbilıs quod est INaX1ıme bonus, DNON tamen quod
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James’ second major eritic1sm of the argument 1S based [WO SCS
of the preposıtıon “propter”.”36 ese {WO SCS correspond fo the

dilectiotradıtional dıstinction between the Lypes of love,
CONCuPILSCENLiIAE and dilectio amıcıtiae. The dıstiınction has its OTfS in
Geoffroy of Poitiers and ıllıam of Auxerre  34 Dilectio amicitiae 18 the
love C W1 g00d for another, whereas dilectio concupiscentiae W1
another’s g00d for neself. The first uUsSe of pter” 1s 18 refer to end
NIS thıs WAaY, fo be OVEe!l object of pter” 15 to be OoVve.

end James argucs that o love SOME eing end 1s love thıs
other eing ıth dilectio concupiscentiae.” In thıs S!  9 F2) 15 COITECT
18 assert that loves hıs OW g00d aCcCCount of (propter) God But
Since thıs love for God 1s the love of hım end, thıs love 1s dilectio
Concupiscentiae. Since such love desires another’s g0o0od for ne’Ss
sake, it ollows that cCannot in thıs love God INOTE than
hıimself, sSınce he 1s loving G0od hıis OW end.”

In another S  9 the object of pter” be the movıng
(Causa moven,s). In thıs SOINCONC love aCCOunt of
(propter) another, when SOINCONEG loves Servan! account of
(propter) his ord The love for the EerV: has the love for the ord ıts
movıng In thıs SOINCONEC 11l love hıs frıend aAaCCount of
(propter) hımself, SinCce the love for the 1enN! has ıts or1gın in self-
love Such love 1s dilectio amıiıcıtiae. It 1s worth quoting James’
discussıon of thıs love iın full

But does nNnOt love imself by natural love account of (propter)
God Just aCCOunNntT of (propter) moving C rather 199(0)8+* conversely

nobiıs maxıme dılıgatur naturalı dılectione, sicut quod est maxime VeETUM, arguitur
quod sıt maxıme cognoscıbılıs; non tamen quod nobiıs maxime congnoscatur. ”

omıtting for I1CAasSsOoNSs the short reply found 213, lınes LWA Fırst,
it does 13(0)! directly s<Show problems wiıth Giles’ argument. Second, its explanation
requıires full exposıtıon of James’ posıtion, which plan undertake in further study

37 Landgraf: 577-578 See Wılliam of Auxerre, Summa d, 1L, IL, CaD. 47 ed.
Jean Rıbauiullıer, Spiciılegium Bonaventuri1anum, 17 (Rome Collegiıum Bonaventurae,

42-45 For discussion of Wıllıiam of Auxerre’s posıtıon, SCC Gillon: 332-334;
Gagnebet:

James, 213 “Vel potest importare habıtudinem CauSsSac, sıcut dıcıtur alıquid dılıgı
propter finem; et SIC dılıgı alıud propter alıud habet OCUmM in dilectione concupiscentiae.
alı nım dilectione dılıgıtur fınıs. ”

James, G a! .  n homo naturalı dılectione dılıgıt propter Deum, sıcut propter
finem; ef deo Deum maxıme dılıgit sicut finem; quaCl dilectio0 est concupiscentlae.”

James, 213 Ve potest ımportare habıtudinem Causac motivae, siıcut dicıtur alıquıis
diligere UNUuIN homınem propter alıum, ut propter dominum; quıa dılectio0 dominı
est INOVENS ad dılectionem SEr VI. SIiCc etiam dicıtur alıquıs dılıgere amıcum propter
SC, quıa dılecti0 amıc1ı or1gınem habet dılectione SUL  29
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Ihe loves] God acCount of (propter) hıimself, SINCE, according the natural
love of friendship (dilectio amicitiae), the of iendship 1C ex1ıist in
regarı another, COMe from those of jendship IC ex1ist in egar

(OUT selves. But INnan loves imself aCcCCount of (propter) God bythe love of charıty, Just account of (propter) the moving COUSC, SINCEe
accordıng the love of thıs SOIT, the of irıendship 1C| belong In
regarı imself and fo hıs ne1ghbor, COmMe from those nOotes of friendship1C| ex1ist In regarı God

James refers ere 18 the commonplace Arıstotelian dıctum
mentioned both at the beginning of thıs artıcle and in 1les dıscussion of
the argument from G0d the ole 200d. 1S noteworthy that both 11es
and James interpret the diıctum 118} IN that the love of ne1ghbor has ıts
basıs in self-love Theır disagreement CONCETNS the applıcation of the
ctum fo God Since Gıles accepts the Thomistic notion that CVETIY
creature has natural inclination love G0d INOTC than tself, he
that Arıstotle’s dicetum 1S ırrelevant to the discussion of love for God In
contrast, James of Vıterbo thınks that Arıstotle’s statement refers 18
purely natural love, including the natural love for God

Why o€es James take thıs posıtıon agaınst h1s Augustinıan
predecessor? full exposıtıon of James’ posıtion l be reserved for
further study. However, it 1s ımportant hat [WO remarks be made ere
First, James’ posıtıon hat all natural love has ıts OTfS in self-love finds
SuUupport in the text of Arıstotle, but it also has hıstory in the mystıcal and
theologıcal lıterature of the leventh and early elfth centurIies.
Theologically, James’ posıtion 1s nOot far from that taken by Wılliam of
Auxerre, St ernar: of Claırvaux, and others. Indeed, James discusses
Bernard’s posıtion that natural love 1S self-ınterested in the body of the
question.

ernar:! teaches that there four grades of love. According fo the
Hrst grade, loves himself account of (propter) hımself.
ccordıing 18 the second grade, loves God aCCount of (propter)
himself. In the 1r grade, loves G0od acCcCount of (propter) G0od
According to the fourth and hıghest grade of love, OINCONE not only loves
God acCount of (propter) God, but he loves hımself aCCOUNnT of
(propter) God ccording James’ interpretation of ernar the first [WO

James, 214 sıcut propter Causam motivam NON dılıgit OMO naturalı
dılectione propter Deum, immo magıs CCONVETSO Deum propter SC, quıia, secundum
dıilectionem naturalıs amıicıtlae, amıcabilıa Qua«C Ssunt ad alterum, venıiunt amıcabılibus
QUaC sSsunt ad NOS 1PSOS. Dılectione CIO carıtatıs dılıgit O0OMO propter Deum, sicut
propter Causam motivam, qula secundum diılectionem hulusmodi amıcabılıa quaC Sunt
hominis ad el ad proximum, veniunt amıcabıilıbus QuaC Ssunt ad Deum
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grades pertain LO natural love, whereas the 17 and (8)101 requıre
orace.“

James lısts these four orades after he explaıns that he understands
the Arıstotelian doctrine of Irıendsh1ıp 18 hat CVEIY natural love

irom self-love For James, there 1S dısagreement between
ernar‘ and the Arıstotelıan dıiıctum natural love. Consequently, James
easıly incorporates Arıstotelian self-love into hıs thıcal hought precısely
because he takes 1sStotle o be greeing ıth ernar‘! about nature’s
nNabılı transcend self-love

Philosophically, James’ interpretation of Arıstotle has its rOOfS INOTe

in the Arts Faculty than in hıs immediate theologıica predecessors. In hıs
interpretation of Arıstotle’s 1eW frıendshıip and in statıng that the x00d
cıtızen endangers hımself nOLT for the x00d of the communıty but for h1is
OW] intrinsic g00d of vırtue, James 1S sıdıng wıth iger agaınst Thomas
qu1ınas, Godfrey of Fontaines, and 1les of Rome  43

Although James dısagrees wıth TIThomas and Godfrey, his maın
1S 1168 James explicıtly ejects ı1les three arguments based

consideration of God dASs the causal, the whole, and the final z00d. Not only
0€es James present these arguments in the Samllec order they iın
1les Quodlıbet 4, q.14, but the arguments IC he attacks ave the
SaImnle VeETY sımılar structure to those oun in Giıles, and often the SaIllec

words and phrases sed James clearly finds 1ıles VIEWS the
natural love for (G0od o be both theologically and phılosophıcally
insufficıent.

42 James, 208-209 For the text of Bernard, SCC De diligendo Deo, 8.23-10.30, 15260
4 C in Bernard of Claiırvaux, Opera, vol 39 eds. Leclercq and Rochais ome
Edıitiones Cisterciıenses, 15720154 For diıscussıion of love in the works of
Bernard, SCC Etienne Giılson, La theologie mystique de Saint Bernard (Parıs Vrin,
Pacıfıque Delfgaauw, 8 nature el les degres de |’amour selon Bernar in Saint
Bernard theologien: Cclies du Congres de Dijon, 15 F0 septembre 1955, Analecta Sacrı
Ordinis (isterciensis (1953) 234-252; Evans, The Mind of SE Bernard of
Clairvaux (Oxford: Oxford Universıty Press, Clarendon Press, 107-137 For the
posıtion that Bernard 1S discussing fallen nature, SINCEe In the twelfth century the
metaphysical dıistiınction between nature and QTaCC had nNOT yeL been clarıfıed, SCC

Garrıgou-Lagrange: 106-107; Delfgaauw: 2314200
47 IThomas posıtıon 15 INOTC nuanced. For Thomas, before the Fall humans could love

God IMOTC than themselves Out of natural DOWCTIS, but fter the Fall healıng BTACC 15
IY. See Ihomas Aquinas, . 1-11, 109, FOr text of (hles whether it
15 poss1ıble perform g0o0od actıon wıthout QTAaCC, SCC Quodlibet 2) 2 ® in Quodlibeta,
120.122 However, he does not discuss the love of God INOTIC than self. For paralle]
DaSsSagc in Thomas, SCC S.  s 1-IL, 109, For discussions of ıles the
relationshıp between charıty and merit, SCn Quodlıbet 6‚ Z in OQuodlibeta, 354-357; In
' ertium librum sententiarum, 3 E l’ L ome 1623; TCDT. Frankfurt Maın
Miınerva, 618-621
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It 1S aft thıs pomt that James’ understandıng of the relatıonshıp
between nature and SIaACC 1S most evıdent. Compared ıth the posıtion
aken by hıs theologıcal contemporarıes, James’ approac 1S anomalous
because he combınes Siger’s approac. (8) stotle ıth St Bernard’s
understandıng of natura CUFrVa By nature CVEIY loves his OW self
MmMoOst of all It 15 only through STACC that (J0d 1s OVEel above everything,
and thıs supernatural love of charıty becomes the SOUTCEC for heightened
love of self and ne1ghbor 1C 1S subordinated 1{8 the love of God It 1s
interesting hat James of Vıterbo, when rejecting the arguments for the
natural love of God, delıberately attacks those arguments 1Cc WEeIC

presented by 1les of Rome, who Was not only member of the SAailic

ugustinıan rder, but also hıs predecessor ın the Sahlıc chaır at the
Universıity of arıs.
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