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CHAPTER X

Since the days of the famous banquet reported by Flate, the queostion of
love and friendshiy has been of imterest and importance to the theorician.
“hat 48 love? what are its forms? Wwhat are its canses® wWhat are the rosuits
of this phenomenca, of which every man, philosopher and rustic, has suue expers
ience? In the Hiddle Ages the problea of man'as love for God was of aspocial
interest. Is it possible to love God more than oneself? Can ome love God with
a love which i3 not a mere seeking of cme's own good, ona's personal

Avcording to the tesching of Aristotle, an object iz loved in a0 far as it
conastitutes a "good" for the subject loving. Hence the scholsatic followsrs
of the Fhilosopher hod a perticular difficulty in admitting the poasibdility of
a love of God above azelf. If a truly "disinterested" love fur God should be
adnitted, wvhat would be the relation of such a love to the subject's natural
desire for his goode~his perfection and hapriness? In its most baode torms the
problom was the apparent oppositicn betwesn love as self-regsrding and love as
solfesacrificing. It was the old problem of reconeiling the egueentric and the
altrulstic elements of lovet

sxpressad by Flate in his account of Agathon's celebrated driniing pardty, the

most intense amalysia of the gquestion was made in the Middle iges. ostienne

1




2
Gilason pruesents the problew as it faced the philosophical and theologleal ninds
of the period of the Scholustioat

To love as we cught, we should, in the first pluce, have to love
all things for God's pake juat as He loves them, and then, next, we
ghould bave to love God for Himaself just us He loves Himself. The
diffioulty lies precizely here: that it is by oo means impediately
evident that this demand containe no gontradiction. 4 finite being's
love for his own good is, and, it would seem, cannot but be, intore
ested; how thes can we demand of him a disimterested love? uhen God
is ssid o love Himmself for His own perfection slons, the caue lo
simple enoughs since His perfection is auch that nothing is loft for
Him to acquire, He can rejcice in it without pcwsr to complete it
but that man wvho needs so many thinga, and needs God more than anyw-
thing else, can or even ought to love hia own aupreme good mthew:.’.m
than a8 a good to be acquired--iz that not & mere mms&b&lity’?

In 1508 Pierve Rousselot presented a historical survey of the ;roblom of

love, entitled Four i'Hiatelre du Srobljue de 1'Amcur ey Moyen Ags.
wori, one of the first modern studies on the nature of love, centered attention

on one sapedt of the question, the notion of a pure or disinterested love for
Gode The study of P. Roussslot has provided the impetus for many codern
thinkers who have analyzed his theais and in turn have grappled with the probe
lem.

In following the eonoept of love in the writers of the Hiddle iAges,
Rouaselot found that the warious theories could be grouped into two peneral
sohools, what he called the "physical" codoept and the "eostatic” concept. 4s
will bo oseen in Chapter II, the adhereats of the physical concept of love con-
celved love as based upon the natural and necessary tendensy of all beings So

Stienne Gilson, Spirit Medieval hilogochy, trans. 4. H. Co Downes
(Rew York, 1949), p. R o ' g

apim Housselot, & Y 5 2
(ramstar o8y Zour L'Histoire du Probldme de 1'imour gu logon Ase




3
seek thalr own good before all slse. According to this theory, there iz a
fundsmental idantity between love of self and love of Jod, oo if it were ulti-
motaly one and the same thing to love omegelf and to love God. The sdhereuts
of the sestatic concept, on the other hand, jostulated self-forpetfulness as
the nececsary ocndition of all true love, literally rutting the lever “cutside
of himgelf," and freeing the love from all egocentric comnections,

Specking of his study, Rousselot ¢lanimed that he merely trisd $o corprelate
the thesories of love of cme perdod of thought so asz to furnish a prelindnnry
survey for further historicel investigstion and interpretation.’

Cf the yhilosophival writers who comaented on this question after
Rousnselot's thesis, one of the more recent and most important has been LonigeB.

Gedger. P. Gelgor criticized Rousselot's findings on several ;mmm.’* but

S"Ici d*ailleurs 1'cn n'a pas eu l'ambition d'éorire une bisw
conceptions de l'amour, ame pour ce qui concerne les XII° ot XII aaleas,
période 3 laguelle le présent travail est restreint. On a sioplonent vouls
rassembler quelgues matériaux pour ceux qui tenterait une parsille Studs, ot

« o certaing points, les mcr&tw relations loglgues qui ont fait
a'attirer ou se repousser les idées. Les résultats de nos rechorches ont été
répartis gous deux chefs.” (ﬁausaolat. pe 5). 4lluding to subseguont criti-
elams of Rousselot's theals, Hartin D'Arey has written: "But even granted that
he [llousselot] wae wrong in his main contention [with regord to the two cone
capte of lovel, he nevertheless presented a problem which is in no sencs imag~
imnry. Eeo did ehow that 1t is possible to have a confliot of lewes, and that,
in fact, there are two tendencles which are not easily reconcilod. The first
ig sorens and polsed; the segond ecstatic and poignent. The first explains
adequately why 1t ia sc natural tc love cneself and seshk one's own happiness
and perfection. But as 4t iz so naturally self-centered, it does not explain
80 ausily how a man can love another, sven (od, more than himpelf. Tho seeond
kind of love, with its emphasis on self-sacrifice, did explain the lm of one's
migi;boar and of mfte the conteapt of aelf; ?ut it dip its turn scone
quate to justify self-perfection as an end.” (M. C. U'Arey, ugg Heart
of love, Hew York, 1953, pp, 11=12). S sl

kﬁa Chapter III below.




&
espegially with rogard %o the latter's presentation of the toaghing of 3¢.
Thones. Geiger judged that lousselot hud misinterpretad the true doctrine of
Aquinas on the problen of love, and conmidared the matter imporiont eacwgh to
present a critician of lousselot's theais in his Conférence ilbart lo Grond in
1952 for the Institute of Hedieval Studies.”

This present paper will aim at giving a couparative svaluntion of these
two interpretations of the thought of 5t. Thomas: Rouasseloi?s thesis, righte
fully oongidered important in the history of the discussicns on the noture of
love; and Geldger's uritique, recopnized as one of the most walusble contribus
tions to the study of this question. This paper will atudy the presentations
of both Houssalot snd Gelger, and then the dooctrine of 8t. Thoumas on love,
espocially under the particular sspect of the "problem of love.” The evalu-
ation of Rousselot and Gelpgsr in the light of the teaching of 3t. Thomas wiil
be the primary purpeose of this thesias,

The main eources for this paper will be dousselot's Iour 1'ilie
Eroblime de )'Aour gu Moven Age, and Gefiger's Le Problime do 1'imour ghop
Spint Themas d'iquin, togother with the writings of St. Thomas which bear on

this matter. Since an evaluation iz to be given of the positions of Ilousselot
and Gedger, Chapters 11 and 111 of this paper will give objective mumuories of
each man's presentetion of the doctrine of 8t. Thomas. Following this, Chuapter
IV will conzider the thought of 8t. Thomus as prescented in his own writings,
ond will offer o systemadic exposition of his doctrine on love and the problem

Loule=B. Geiger, | , ' Sai * Lo
" Ay s 18 Erobldme de 1'Amour ghes saint Thomes 4'Aguin
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of love, Aifter St. Thomas' soslticn has been textuslly cstudied and established,
eagh prinsipal element of Rousselot's lnterpretation will be ovalucted in the
1ight of the tenchimg of 5t. Thomus, and both Geiger's critiqus of Jcusselob

ond hig own expoaiticn of 5%. Thomas will smimilarly be studied.




CHAPRER IX
RUUSHELORYs THESLY Of THE PROBLEM OF LOVE IN THo MIDDLE AGWS

In his study, pour 1'Histoire du Drobldme de 1'Amour gy Moyen sges Hderre
Apusselot presents the abstract formulation of the "problem of love™ thust

“Un gmour qui ne soit pas egoiste est-ll possdble? 4t, s'il est poocdble, quel
ozt le rapport de c¢o pur amour d'autrui 3 l'amour de sci, qui comble 8tre le
fond de toutes los tendences naturellesi™  The problem was yosed during the
Hiddle Ages mainly in the conorete form: "Utrum homo naturaliter diligat Deum
plus quam mtipm."a It was in this particular formulaticn of the guestion
that the prineijles were sought for a theory of "disinterested” love. Une
aciution offersd to this problem yropcsed that the best way to love one's pelf
was to love Uod, 80 that the two loves~-love of one's own happiness and the
oure love of Godee-were identified. But this was not a selution to tho opocu~
lative problem: ggm these two types of love be reduced tc a common ywinciple
or are they actually irrsducible? For those who defined man's will as the
inclination towsrd his own good, the apietite for his hap imnscs, the ;zoblem
was especdally difficult. They had to reconpile this foundation of iove with
the posaibdlity of a love for God that would be such that a manm would be ready
o saorifice all his guvds of body and soul, and even his own happinsas, for

I‘Eimmmlat, pe Lo

Ibide




Gods The problem, then, may Le summarized: if love is defined as gan'g
geeiziog for bis cws hapoiness, how oan man have a pure, dizinlersuled, upoalf-
ioh iove of Gods @ love for God for Ged's own sake, as comnanded in loly Soripe
turey

~nalysing the ideas of love which weiters of the Hiddle Ages evelved in
rospoense to the problem ¢« ouasselot preduces the theorics to two 'sghioclo,”
that of the "physiecal” concept of love, and that of the "ecstatio’ conceyt.
the physical qonceptw-physical here msaning pertaiming to pakure--deaignates the|
doctrine of those who base all love on the necessary tendency that all bedngs
have $o sesk their own goods "Pour ces aubsura, i1 y a eatre 1'amour de Uien
ot l'amour de soi une identité foncidre, quoique secrdte, qui en falt la double
axpression d'un méme appdtit, le plus profond et le plus maturel de tous, ou,
pour mieux dire, lo seul maturel." This doctrine vas finally put into precise
and aystematic form by St. Thomas, who, following Aristotle, found the fundas
asental princlple in unity, the yaison 4'@tre, the weasure, and the ideal of all
lovae It was St. Thomas again who, according to P, Houseelot, established the
perfoct contimiity between love of desire and love of friendship.' inus
Rousselot calls the physieal motion of love the (raeco-Thomiat concept.
the ecstatic concept, on the other hand, is marked by the careful &istine~
tion between love of another and any tendencies toward self,
[L*] emour, pour les tenants de cette &cole, est d'autent plus
parfait, d'autant oslus ABOUL. qu'il met plus compldtement lo sujet

*hors de luie-mtme.'! Il s'ensuit que 1'amour parfalt et vraiment
digne de ce nom requiert ume rdelle dualitd do termes: le type dn

32“"} B
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varitable mrour n'est plus, comme pour les autewrs précédents,

celul gue tout 8tre de la nature se porte ndcessairement 4 luie

m8me. L'asmour ost tont & la fols extrémement violent et

axtrénement libre: libre, parce qu'on ns saurait iui trouver

d'autre raigon que lui-mbme, independant qu'il est des appetits

noturels; violeant, parce gu'il va 3 l'encontre de ces appétits,

gu'il les tyrannise, qu'il semble ne pouvoir 8tre asscuvli gue

par lo destructlion du sujet qui aime, par son absorption dans

i'cbjet aimb, itant tel, il n's pus d'autre but gue lulem#ze

on lul sucrifie tout dons 1'homme, jusqu'su bonheur et jusqu!

la reison.’

"Clest parce que l'auour est purement concu coxme tenduat d'ume porsopne X une
aexseane qu'il est coneu comme gxtabigue, cosme violent les inclinations
innées, eomme ignorant les distances usturelles, comme une pure affuire de
Kibarté.“é This ecoatatic concept was not formulated explicitly in formsl
theoreticul expoaitions, but rather was implied in the wealth of devoticnal
iiterature of the time, the asceticsl oratory, prose, and poetyy. Sousselot
cites sueh cuthors as Hugh of St. Viotor and 5t. Dernard as partisans of both
achovls, since be finds their aystemabtic speculative trestises to be inconsie-
tent with thelir sermons, meditationas, and other "lyricsl effusions.!

After tihds preliminery survey Rousaselot divides his theads into tuwe parts,
the first a otudy of the physical concept of love, and the second a siudy of
the scptatic eoncept. OSince 8¢, Thomse ls presented as an adherent of the
physical theory, this paper will deal mainly with the expositiocn given by
Rougselot in the first pert of his thesis, "La conception phyalgque ou gpéeo~
thomiste.”

The important probiem of love, states L. Housselot, ceused to be a problem

Fby, b,
6. s6.
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for the sdhorents of the ocotatic ocncept, who separated gppetite, the sceeking
of one's own good, mnd love, the disinteresied seeking of the good of anothers
it when love was defined as a movement of the nppetite toward one's good, vhen
all love wos considered a form of this self-seeking, then n conflict aroze in
the very exprescion of "disinterasted love'--diginterested vecause for ancther,
and love because escentimlly for self. uith this restatement of the problem,
Father Rounselot procseds to the doctsine of love yroposed by 5. Thomas. At
the beginning of his ocxposition of this solutlion to the problem, Roucselot

citen a toxt from Aristotle, taken from the ninth book of the Iicopuchaeny
Lihies: "Amicabilie quae sunt ad alterum venerunt ex amicabilitms (uae sunt ad
wipm."v Housselot oees this text of the Philosopher as open o twe intore
protations. The first takos the words in their immedlate and suriage mosning,
end would say that melf-love is caly "um point de départ nécecsaire, une cause
Jm«otrico ocoasiomelle qui, chez tous les homuesn, donne le premier ranle 8 la
pulasance d"amxu"g socording to this sense, it would ssem that self-love is
the first experience of love--as it were, the initiation intc love and lowing.
Howswor, ome could search more dee;ly into the meaning of this text: "in
bouvait, creusant davantoge, ot cherchant non ssulsment 1'ocoagion prowdee,
kats encore 1a zpisop formelle de 1'amour, affirmer ju'une appétition n'est
concevable que comme une recherche de soi-méme, et non seulement faire dfriver
|[de Ltamour propre les inelinstions altruistes, mads ancore los y réduire, d'une

"Big. Eth., IX, 4; Bekker 1166al-2. Rousselot, p. 7. Rousselot states
hat the text he is quoting is “maturally the text of the ; that the Seho-
tico knew, that is, the tranaslation of Herman the Gersan.

8?4. 7




10
facon qui restait 3 preciser."9 In this case, the seeking of cne's cwn good
would Le the very principle, the formal ratio of sll love.

If one chose the first interpretation, he could easily reconcile his
pogition with that of the ecstatic concept. Dut if cne understood the text of
Aristotle according to the second interpretation, it seemed necessery to con-
sider any affection for another as merely an imitation, a participation of a
self-centered inclination: "1'amour qu'une substance singulilre se porte 3
elle~méme était alors la mesure, le moddle, et la raison de tous les autres
emours qui peuvent se trouver en elle. Bt clest icl qu'il devenait difficile
d'expliquer les faits que l'expérience imposait ou que supposait le dogme; il
semblait qu'on ne pfit distinguer qu'en paroles l'amour d'amitié et 1'amour de
désir ou de convoitise."¥

Rousselot establishes the following now as St. Thomas' doctrine of appetite
and love, The tendency to the last end specifies the will. This last end,
which is the universal snd necessary mover of the will, is beatitude, the per=
fect good of the subject. Hence the love of self, which has as its object the
good of the subject loving, is the measure of all other loves and surpasses

a

them all. Thus St. Thomas expresses what Rousselot considers a definition of

love: "Ex hoc « . . aliquid dicitur amari quod appetitus amantis se habet ad

pp. P8,
19, s.
.
por St. Thomas' teaching that the will is specified by the tendency to the
last end, beatitude, Rousselot cites the following texts espeeially: 8.1., I-
11, 1, 63 I-11, 1, 8; 1~1I, 5, 8. For the doctrine that self-love is the

measure of all other loves and surpasses them all he cites: S.T., II-II, 25, &4;
g_'ﬁ'; I’ 102; III, 170




1
illud eicut ad suvum bonum. Ipsa igitur habitude vel coaptatic appetitus ad
aligquid velut ad suum bonum amor vocatur ., . . Unumquodque amamus inguontun est
bomam aeatrnm.“la

Having established that self-love is the basis of all love, we now face
the queuticn of how one can love God more thun his own self. One solution,
formulated by wWilliam of Anxurre‘lz proposaed the theory that man recogoizes in
God a good that isg more exoellent than his own, slnce his own being iz bul an
imitation of God's being and a gift from God's goodnoss. If, however, one laveﬂ
this more excellent goed for one's own sake, this love 45 still selfi-love or
decire, and the problem remains. To avcid this reduction tu selfwlove, 5t.
Thomas must find & principle which would bring man to seek the good of God
“augsi spontendment, aussi naturellement, aussi dirve v qu*til tend 3 som
bien propre. Or, de principe d'amour direct ot véritable . . « il n'y an a pas
d'autre que l‘un‘lﬁ-”l“

Rousselot maintains that the concept of unity is for 8t. Thomas the basic
principle in the soluticn of the problem of disinterested love, and that this
concept is o be understood in the light of the prineiple of the purt snd the
vhole.l? “Cette soluticn, pius d'une fois répétée par 5. Thomos, fait bien voir

1214 de Div. Dom., o+ 4, lect. 9. Rousselot, p. 10

-

133«& Housselot, pe. 10 and Appendix I.

¥, 100

zﬁﬁauaanlot here quotes the argument from wugdl.., 1, 8, part of which sayst
"Piligere Deum super oamin plus quam seipsum est natursle non sclus anpgelo et
homini, sed etiam cuilibet creaturae, secundum gquod potest amare aud senaibi-
liter aut naturaliter. . . . Videmus antem quod unaguaeque pars natursli guadam
inclinaticne operatur ad bomum totius, etism cum periculo aut detrimento proe
prio: [here iit. Thomus gives the exswple of the hand that expones itself to the
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quey pouwr rdpondre ewx difficultés qu'on faisait 3 la concepticn 'physique’ au
now de Llamour pur, ot d8sintéressd, il maintient duns toute s rigueur L
axiome fondumental de la doctrine, wals il élargit la potion que cet wrione
supposait, Il demeure ncquis qu'une chose est ainde en tant qu'ells ost upe
avec le sujet aimant; mais c'est is concept d'unité qui doit 8tre critigué,
pour qu'on ne le restreigne pus & 1l'unitd dgolste et close des 'indivi&us."*lé
secording to St. Thomas, maintains P, Rouseelot, to consider merely the weak
unity of the part apart from the unity of the whole is to stop with an ine-
conplete view. A thing is truly known when it is kuown in its full context,
and "unumquodque secundum naturam hoe ipsum quod est, alterdus est."™ n ne
doit demo point cunsidirer 1'appétit paturel d'ume 'partie' 3 part de 1'appdtit
total, et beaucoup moins 1'oproser 3 1'appdtit total: ce serait ne rien
comprendre & l'essence de 1'&%;3“.“18 Unity, an asaloglcal notion, is a:.lled
rot only ¢ different types of wholes and parts, but also %o partisipations,
Thig is how St. Thomas' sclution accounts for man's love for God. “Dieu n'est
pas, pour S. Thomas, l'ensemble des #tres de l'univers; il est 1'Zgee infini,
shpard, duquel tous les 8tres participent en 1'imitant. iorsque c'ect & Dieu
qu'on songe, il faut dire de toute créature: hog ipsum guod est, albers

tn répondra done & la question clasaique:

blow of the sword for the sake of the body, and of the citizen whe exjcsosn hige
self to the danger of deuth for the seke of the whole body politisi. lNanifest
sst auten quod Deus sst bonum ¢ommune totius universi et conium partiun eluss
unde quaslibet creatura suo modo naturaliter plus amat Deun quanm 50 1psam « « «
croatura voero rabicoalis por intellectualem asmorem, quae dilectic dicitur.”
Hdousceloty pp. 10-11.

6, 1.
17§’:g“ I" ﬁﬁ?, 5 @. Houscelot, Pe 12

Pe 124
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oegundun 3d guod est, Del eut, sequitur guod matureld dileoticne efiam angelus
et houo plus ot riscipalius diligat Dews ques seipeun.'”

In gummary, Father Rousselot has so for established the followln; as the
doctrine of 5%, Thomas: (1) 4ll iove is based on self-love, the subjuct's
seeking of his own good. (2) The principle of love (and hence oven ol selfe
love) is unity. (3) The unity of the subject must be considered in the sub-
ject's full context, sz a participetion in God, the infinite Being. (&)
ihersfore, gslf-love, based on the unity of the subject porticipating in Ged,
iz a love by which the subject seeks God's good primarily, without relating
God'a good %o his own good and so reducing love of God to love of welf: in the
cooplete context, love of self is love of God. 3Aousselot now formulstes St.
Thomas' doctrine in the following termast

Groce & cotte explisation, 11 devient clair que 1'amour
d'amitid ot 1'amour de convoitise ne sont plus dewx phénondnoes
entidrement différents et réunis, on ne sait par quel hasard,
sous 1'8tiquette d'un méme nom, mais qu'il sont, au contrairve,
en parfaite gontimuitd, Par l'smour de convoitise, je constitute
un objet instrument par rapport a moi~mdme-~=pariie do mol-miftue,
pour ainsi dire-~je ne le considdre qu'en fonction de moi-mlme
(aipsi l'eau que je boia, le pain que je mtassimile, la ﬁ.mw ;;ws
je respire, et que je jette lorsqu'ells ne me platt plus)y
1t amour d’mitig. ¢tast le moi, le moi indivimol ot b qua Je
ne regarde plua gqu'en fonction de l'objet aimé; mon amour naturel
me constitus partis d'un 'm&te enasmble, qul m'englove, ou ‘mﬂ
ticipation d'un 8tre supérieur, qui me fait exister. . uand
déaire un fruit ou une fleur, clest moi que j'aime en réau.i‘?w;
da nfse, quand je cherche mon plalsir et gque je crois m'aimer, en
2 Alztewmm srofonddment et plus vraiment, ctast Dien que
jtaine.

Thus Rousselot can state that 8t. Thomas reconciles the twe _ceitiona:

19& 15’ Qmm‘ei{}ﬂ ig from étgog f, 60. 5 [+ 19
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1°* 1'emour ddsintéressé ost possible, ot mbws rrofonddment naturel.-z®

1 tazour purement 'extatique,' 1l'amour de pure dualitd est impcssible. "Supposd,
jit-41, que Deu ne At pas le bien de 1l'homme, l'howmwe ntaurait aneurm roison
1t atner Dieu. " The reascn for this is that man's unity (Which 5 te busis

for love) follows upon his Deing, and man's being 1s a participation of God's

being. Later, when compupring St. Thomas' dootyine with thut of iristotle,
waselot again says: "L'amour eat tout d'sbord conou, ches 5. Thomas, COMNe uR
ppétit naturel de perfecticanemesnt, comme uns tendance 3 1'actuali:mtion, et,
conséquent, & 1'unification. Pour employer ls mot d'Aristots, c'ost une
de toutes manidres ¢uciwwTépa « L'affection type, cello qui
fesure los autres, ¢'est celle of le bien de 1'8tre aimunt depend totolemant,
kxclusivement, de 1'stre aimés c'est L'amour de Dieu."=
St. Thomas has resonciled the phymical concept of lowve--that all love is
fased on seli-sesking~-with a true disinterested love-~a love of God more than
£ one's self, Rousselot indicates that 3St. Thomas would have gome oven furtheny
Emtmmmt&ﬁmtmﬁamiphwﬁ%%mmmﬂam
parlier: "au lieu de réduire l'asour de Diew 3 n'Stre qu'une forme de 1'smour

de sol, ¢'est l'amour de soi qu'il réduit & n'stre qulune forme de l'amour de
bieu." 5t, Thomas tesghes that “tout Stre de la création, en chasune de ses
rpétitions, désire Disu plus profonddment que i'objet partioculier gu'il ﬂm."m

Agp., 1I-II, 26, 13 ad 3. Rousselot, p. lhs
22y, 28,
2p, 15.
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usaelot oltes the text: “Propter hoco igitur tendit ad proprium bumus, guis
sondit ad ivinas siwdlituddnem, et Don @ CuRVerso,">> and clains that Sb.
Thenas' whole doctriue of love iz a consequence of this joitial concept, which
for St. Thomas defines appetiie.c® Thla mew responsse to the jroblea of lovo,
doclares e Bousselot, does not contradict the first cne, iy devpens it., It
repects the propositicn that ip u naturel whole no pact hee any lndividuslity
o undty of its cun that it cam opuvse to that of the whole. If a goufiict can
arice between love of oneself and iove of God--znd expevience Joes siww such
cenflictom-thon this ccufiict happens as a result of a disorder inllicted on
neture by original sin. “lode homo in statu naturee integiee dilocticnen wud
ipsius refersbat ad amcres Del slout ad fluew, ot similibter dilocbionam omnium
ailarus reyws, ot ita Deus Jiligebat plus quem ssipsum et euper m&a.*’w

In yetional beings, then, there sre two levels of appetite.

Sn tant qu'il sont des 8tree de lu nature (patyralite:
Dleu plus cga’mma, ot ne le savent yas. im W- qu'ils ccosoivent
rationaliter), ile tradulsent pour lewr consclends
cot appétit &; DA.au 'cm apy ¥4t du *bien en ghndrai;® et, coume lo
*bien en gindral,' a'Stant pas un Otre subsistant, ve peut &trs
aimé d'amitid pure, o'w& 3 1'stre subsistant restreist qu'ils sont
sux-nfumes qu'ils rapportent d'abord tous leurs ddsivs; leur rols
maturel §talt 3¢ procurer la bisn & tout en proowrsnt le blen d8 la
parties qutils sont eun-mdmesi ils ooncoivent malntemant cotle partis
mmmmammm. st son bien, eomme opposeble au bien
total; ils sont tentda de subordonner au bien 'privé' le biez du tout,
Capendant, 1'appdtit inditermind du bien, qui s'est traduit d'abord
en epoisme ot en amours de conwvoitise, se traduit ensuite, par un
changement naturel ot inseamible, en amours d'smitdf, C'ost que
1tindividu raisonneble ne se comncoit pas nécessairement comme tout

235 .Gey 11T, Zihe
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dEfindtif ot fin unique; il peut imeginer d'sutres touts of luie

ofme joue le rfle, soit de partie subordomnde, soit de moitid,

La vertu consiste & ne point se proposer pour fin d'autre tout que

1'enaemble couplet dus Gtres, dont le bian coincide avec le bian

de Dieu méme, ot i tonjours comme si 1l'on avait l'intuition

ue 1'appdtit du 'bien en gémeral' n'est qu'une expression, conforme
ia natyre des animaux raisomnables, du désir qui suspend tout Otvre

3 Dieu.

Rousselot has hers ¢learly distinguished patural love and ratiocnal lova. Dy
the first, oreatures love God more than themselvez and de so without knouledge.
By the seccnd, rational beings direct their love first of all to the “limited
subsistent being" which they themselves are. But recogniming themselves to

be parts of a greater entity, they love the good of the whole more than thelr
own good, the good of a mere part of the whole. "Clest que L'individu
raiscommable ne se oonoodt pes ndcessalrement comme tout ddfinitif et fin
unique . » « La vertu consiste & ne point se proposer pour fin d'autre tout
que l'ensemble complet des 8tres.”

Rouscelot has now established 3. Thomes' position concerning won's
patural love for God above all other things. However, the ¢ase of zsn's
raticnal love, whareby he can love something else more than God, poses all over
again the problenm of love, restating the possibility of a conflict Letveen love
of God and love of one's own interests. The sacrifice of man's oun good o
God's good seems to indicate a fundamental duality between man's appotite for
his own good and his love for Uod, a dumlity which is the osssmtial note of the
sostatic concept of love.

To answer this difffculty, Roussslot appeals to the gemeral ;rinciyle of
5%. Thoman' philosophy that for a spiritual being its individual good and God's

ﬁypc 17‘18'
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good are porfeatly identifisd. Hence, he says, "sa perfection conxe partie et
s6 beatitude d'etre singalier caimimt."ag The spiritual good and good in it
self are the smpe., In man, opponsiticn between these twc goods is posulble
becauze of the compusition of his nature. Rousselot indicates three points
foliowing freom this: (1) "[Plarce que 1l'homme n'eat pas purenent spirituel,
oo qu'il peut appeler Yson bien' ne coincide pas toujours aves le bien on sol.
1s joulssance de certeins bians des sens pout 8tre incompatible, dans tel ou
tel cas, aves 1'acquisition d'une perfection meilleurs." (2) “Hals « + o
tout sacrifioe d'un bien dee sens & un bien do l'esprit, en &tant un
sacrifice 3 Dieu, ost nécessairement aussi un asacrifice & soi-m@me, L'esprit,
en offet, st 1'homme mlme, plus intimement, plus vreiment que le gorpe." >
(3) “[Ciertaines opérations de l'esprit pouvant, puisque notre vie est
teuporelle, ze trouver imscupntible avec un autrs acte meilleur, ou, puiasgue
notre Sme est folble, mous 8tve une cccasion de désordre moral, 1l'axerecice en
pourra 8tre Wb&.“’a Thus any asscerifice of cme's own good to God's good ls
btut a provisional sacrifice, and but a sacrifice to man's true self,

Thus Father Housselot has given bis exposition of St. Thomas' teuching on
love for God, disinterested love according tc the phyedoel ¢onoept. He finds
a psrfect continuity between the love by which man sesks his own good, and the
disinterested love for God. lLove, ascording to Rouasselot's interprstation of

2%, 20,

05, 2.
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A%. Thomaseia based on unity, and a being loves ascording to its unity. Thms
by pature a part loves tha good of the whole of which it iz a part more than it
loves lts own puwrtlcular good. Since man is a participation of the sbsolute
Being which is God, he naturally loves the guod cf God, the "whcle' of which
he has partioipated Leingy wore than he loves the good of himself, the puarticie
pated "part.” Hence love of aelf la derived from love of God, and not the
cther way around. The sacrifice that a man makes of hiz particular good to
the good of God, while being a sacrifice to God, at the sume time, in 5o far as
man is a spiritual being, is a sacrifice to himsell, since his spiritucl guod
is identical with God's good.

In Chapter 11 of Part I Rousselot traces th@ history of some of the notiong
whioh gomprise St. Thomas' sclution of the problem of love. These notions were
available in the philosophical and theclogical writings existing at the time of
5t. Thomas, but seemed tc have been overlooked by Thomas' Scholastic predeces
sors. GChapter 1I mainly elucidates the relatiom ¢f the doctrine 5St. Thomas
svolved with that of his contemporaries and predecessors, Gresk, Arabian, and
Seholaatic. Chapter II1 studies the thought of two medleval writers, Hugh of
5t. Vietor and 5t, Dermard, in the light of the physical comcept of lovae.
Rousoglot traces the outlines of the theory as yresented in the variocus
uritings of these men. Since Chapters II and III of Rousselot's work do mot
treat directly of St. Thomos' dooctrine of love, they will be consddered in this
study only in so far as they contribute to an understanding of his position.
Part II of Rousselot'as book is amn exposition of the ecstatic conceyt of Love,
the segond of the two divisions that he makes of the medieval thought concern-
ing the question of love. As this part of the bock does not eonecern his
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CHAFTER IIX
GEIEER'S TRESIS ON THE PROBLEM OF LOVE IN ST, THUMAS

Almost forty-five yoars after the publication of Rousselot's theslisz on

the consept of love in the Riddle iges, Louls~B. Geiger found that the views
procented thoreln, in spile of the many oriticisms yaised against them, held
ruch weight among & greut musber of philosophers.t If the views of Rounselot
are sorrect, Gelger thinks, a primary group of theclogians during the Middle
sges would have made a radieal separation of appetite and of love., inother
group of theologlana, the followers of the physical concapt, would have ro-
Jected the Gualism of appetite and love and &t the same time the dusliam of the
subjoct loving and the object loved. Gelger especially questions whather the
vhyaioal concert of love as presented by Rousselot scourataly nresents the mind
of 5t. Thomas on this matter.

Geiger propeses in his study to restrict himself to Houzselot's pressatas
tion of 5t. Thomas® doctrine, and he begins by giving his summary of that pre-
sentation. In contluding his survey, Geiger notes that Rousselot has made
three-fold distinction: (1) Hgodstical love, that of the rart for its own good,
isclated from the good of the whole, (2) Disinterested love according & the

phyaienl theory, ths love ¢f the part for its good, in which it pefors this
lecod e the good of the whole but still desires it as its own good, (3} Maine

Liaiger, pp. 13-14.
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torested love according to tho seatatis concept, completely independent of the
Lrvetite for one's own good, a jure love of the being that is loved.?

Having given Rousselot's presentaticn of the dootrine of 5%, Thomas, Gelger

procesds to give his criticisn of the points in Rousselot's thesis to which
g objects, After this preliminary coriticlimm, Gelger presents his oun expos-
tion of the doctrine of St., Thomas, and then a fuller evaluation of Rouszelot's
brouents.
Geigor is able to aduit that the natural love cof man for hisz own good can
bo extended %o include God'o good. He finds difficulty, hewover, in resognizing
disintarccsted love in the desire of cur own good, even vhen this love s

oted, not Soward our individual good, but towsrd ocur good as a part of the
1oy as a participation of the divine Being. The part, Geiger aduits, does
ove the whole more than 1tself. Ths hand does expose iteelf to protact the
jnole vtody--although Geiger notes the cbvicus faot that it is the mon, the
4@1&. that exposes the hand, a part, to protect the whols body. But would this
be o disinterested love? If the part exposss or saorificss itself to mrotect
Ehe good of the whole, twe motives are possible. Either the part does this in
prder to guarantes its own safety, which depends on the safety of the whole; in

ich case there would be no disintereated love. Ur elae the part so acta

couss the good of the whole deserves to be saved, apart from any ¢onsideration

th regerd to She proper good of the part, and even at the expense of the party
in this case there is 2 disinterested love, btut not a love according tc the

Mmﬂa Geigor would say that the part sesks the good of the whole

aPQ 35* 3 50
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gither for the part's own good, or else for the good of the whols with no

ard for the part's geod. In the first ease we have physical love, love of
one's own goody but not a disinterested love. In the second instance we have a
true disinterested love, but not a physical love.” Henos we have the dilemma
by whiechy in the theory of the part and the whole, a love that is both thymical
and dlsinterested is impossidle.

In this way Geiger denies the very foundation of Roussslot's theory. He
further states that the solution does not lie in the establishment of the pri-

ority of the love of God over the love of self., Zither, he azays, the love of
God ie by nature prior to the love of one's own goode-and we thus depart from
the physloal gonoepty founded on the priovity of love of self; or the love of
God, whatever priority it has on the natural level, remains psychologically the
desire of our own goode~and the talk of a disinterssted love botomes meaning~

less. ‘“lLes notions de partie et de tout, de participation et d'unité, en effet,|
ne disent rien, formellement, touchant la mature do l'awour et sa qualitd. Ce
dernier peut demeursr un amour intéressé tout en se portant matiriellement sur
xem&:tmewmhmum,“"

After this eriticias Geiger makes a eoncession for the sake of argument.
He would gramt $o P. Rousselot the coherence of a physical-disinterested love,
but he prosses his main objections even granted such a theory, is the theory

the doctrine of St Thoman?”

3. 26.

5 ,
ibid., "Accordons cependent que la théorie de 1'amour physique est une
théorie cnhémta,»&ewrm sdee quten dépit de 1'dquivoque denoncle plus haut,
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Uediger cbiects mow that Rousselot has treated with apparently complete
univocity the motions of appstite, love, bsatitude, good, snd hapriness, motiond
which 5t. Thomas treato with 8o sany distinctions and differenves. Fousoslot,
says Gelger, bas failed to define adequately such oonocepte as appetite and
gatural appetits, concepis upon which he founds his physical theory of love,

P. Geiger states that lousselot defines appetite as the "ndosssaire
propension naturelle qulont tous les Stres de la nature 3 rechercher lsur prope
M%“G Zousselot furthermore speaka indifferently of appetite, desire, solf-
love, and egoistic love. The goud as P, Roussslot presents it is the term of
dezire, and is a good only bacouse it is desired. Rousselot uses tho terws
good and my good indiffaremtly. 4n cbject is good beeause it 4s related %o a
subject as Mg good, and scuotimes it ls the perfection or the ploasure of the
subject, and somotimes the objetts which are able to afford that porfection or
pleasure. Henco wo have three terms: the subject of the appetito; the term of
the appetite, the perfection of the subject; and the realities vhich are
desired because they have s relationm to the good of the subject.

Thus the universe seems to be made up of a oollection of individucls, each
cne animated by a natural appetite or desire for ite cwn guod wilch drowa to
itcelf the things which mske for its perfection and happiness. This potural
appetite for the porfection of the subject iz the basis of all affection amd

elle exprime un véritable smour désintéressé de la partie pour le toud. Il
reste slora & rdecudre un probldme d'ordre historigue, et ¢'est le suivanti
Cette conception physique de l'amour, qualifide aussi de zréco-thomiste, 2
supposer su'elle solt srecjus, est-ells thomiste?

630“%3&03; P 3 yumoted b? W‘ P 29,
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good, GJelger notes the fundamental univocity of the whole world of appetite
and good supposed by such a physical theory. ‘'Partout ol il se rencoatrara,
1tapptit sers convoitise du bien propre du sujet, puisqu'il n'y a de bien,
done d'objet A mimor, que sous la forme du déairable.”’ Geiger foars that
Rousselot has neglected the objective ontological basis of the good, and has
zade 1% entirely subjostive.’
sary tendancy of the natural appetite. “Aveo le bien, dont il eot lo dfair, 41
oo trouve enformé dons un domaine ofl rien ne peut entrer qui d'abord n'ait
été transformé en le dien du majet. S. Thomas, d'aprds ls . Rouscelot, ne
vaetedl pas jusqu'd Sorire que ‘suprosé que Disu ne £8% pas le bien de 1'howme,
1'home n*aurait aucuns raison d'aimer Dient1"?

Gaiger oconcludes that Bousselot attributes to St. Thomas a notion of love
agcording to which love is a patural appetite in the atrictest sense of the
worde This noticn would say that the will, the principle of love ig like any
othor nmatural appetite. That is, the will can tend only toward its own good.
It tends in that direstion as a nmature~-in the necessary, purely dynanio, cen-
tripetal and impersonal menner that is common to it and to all nntures.

ihe physical eoncept of love, then, ultimately rests on sn implicit monise
of nature and of natural appetite. In saying that the adherents of this theory

Love itzelf is reduced to this impersonal neces-

“found all real or possible lows om the necessary tendemoy of natural beings to

7&@;‘.&:&', pe 3.
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ascic thelr owm m&,“m rousselot considers this tendeney wo the sase for all
peings in pabture. The rest, says Geiger, flows loglcally from tils suppositiony
therefore it is necessary first of all to ve'rifx this au;pz:aa:s&tim.u

aftar this preliminery critique of Noussalot's presemtation of ste Thones'
doctrine, Geiger proceeds $o his own exposition of 8¢. Thomas, dividing hds
treatment into four areas: appetite in genersl, sense apvetite, intellectusl
appatite, and disinterested love. The following is Geiger's preseniation of the
thought of 5t. Thomas.

Appetite in gemerai requires thres elements: the gubject of the appetite;
lo term, called the govd or the end; and the gppetite itself, which c.natitutes
L dynamic bond between the subject and its good. "Appetere antesm nihil aiiud

25t guam petere quasi tendens in aliquid ad ipsum ardimwﬂm

This e
reveals the existence of & relation of complementarity between the mubjuct and
its good, & relation founded on the being of both, snd which makios 1t poaaible
for the one to be the good of the other in sc far as it asscures the perflectiocn
pf the other. "Un appellera appétit maturel toudt primelipe d'inclination 4o ce
Lienre, domné par st dans la nature méme d'un etre."

This inclination of course is different in beings whiech have knowledge and
in those vhich do sot. In beings which do not have cognition, apeetdic coane
porely their nature and thely naturel ordination to their perfection or nafural

ia%ﬂmlﬁtg Pe 3 See Qﬁlg@z’ s s 37
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anobivity. Thelr perfection, however, is sttained in their action in socordance
with the horwony of the universe, not merely in their develorment on their own
account.

In oreatures endowed with cognition, on the other hand, twe difforent
glaments are noted. In these creatures the appstite iz sub into operation by
gnowlodge, either sense or intellectual, and the appetite constitutes an autone
coous peychological power, dlstincet from the nature or eszenge of the being.
Indoed, betweon an appotite whieh is peychologicsl and an appetite which is
merely untological, there is such a difference that we may properiy speat of
two differant orders in the world of appetite.t?

The immediale object of sense sppetite, states . Geiger, iz senugible
delight, a subjective state, distinct frow the real good toward widch the aoni-
mal is ordered by nature and which 4t pursues by a totality of oporuticns
destined to put it in the pescession of the good. In the cese of sensible
agpetite, then, Gelger distinguishes two forms of good: the objective rocli-
tien, called good becanse of thelr power to ascure the perfection of the
audbject, and the paychological order of gued, the delight. This subjoutive
good is a sdgn of the cbjlsctive good, and is itself a good, capeble of itself
onticing the sensce apymm.w

it io necessary, therefore, to distinguish these gooda: the delight; the
reclities toward whieh we are moved by our appetite aroused by the delight; and
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finalily, the perfection or conservation of the belng of the rm!a:i@emm
Leurs rapports sont d'ailleurs complexes. La ddlectation ast

un bien par elle~ndme. Llle est aussi un bien relsatif powr antant

gqu'elle signxle la présence du bien objectif. Ce dernier est

un blea pareve qu'il sy orte au vivant ¢e dond 11 o bescin pour

assurer son bien proprement dit, son diveloppement, son existence

et la pormanence de l'supdos. Il est un bien encors parce qu'il

suscite cet autre bian qu'est la délectaticn. L'homme sait oe

procurer la délectation sans accepter de se laisser engoger A

1'égard des exigences réelles de 1'cbjet. Il suit muasi fuire

nattre la délectation par des stimulantc qui tiemnent toute leur

valeur at to? leur bonté exclusivement de leur liaison avec la

délectation.

Senadble alfectivn is entirely bound up in the subjective world of this
delight. It is the only guod toward which the sense appetite tonds, znd in
quest of which the orexture acting through sense appetite renches thy objede
tive good which gives him parfection of deing. Here Geiger makes a five~fold
diotinctiont (1) Beings with their own ontological goodness. {(2) Thedr
relative goodness for a living subject, their cbjective utility. (3 The
objective order botwesn the subject and these goods, an ordor of potency and
acts. (&) The delight, the subjeotive asign of the presence of tho objective
goodse (5) The order between the subject and the delight, the paychologlionl
appetite for the ﬁalight,w Han is able to seek the delipght sione, and to
dofine the good in terms of the delight., This is the sphere to which the
animal is restricted. However, man 1s able to mount to the first element, and
dogover the exlotence of the good im itself, which the animal cannoet do,

It 1o pointless to gpeo: of interested or disintersested love in the csoe

of animals, aince the cense appetite is always sudbjective-~its sbject is the

3‘6?. 48

17
1&?. M‘ ‘




28
delight found in an action. In the case of the natural love ol & zenticent
being, the subject by its natural appetite wurouwes its deldzht, and through
this delight or subjective good 1t pursues its objeotive good--its cwun belng as
well as its own asctionse~ordered to the good of tha individual and to the good
o€ the speclen. 1 Jince the animal cannot have a love for the good in 1izelf,
it is only on the level of intellactual cognition, where the oypcholegiculd wnd
objective goods can he known as such, that the aubject can sneriflce the ugye
chological geod to the objoctive good of the individual or of the wholo or
apaeian.

it this point Gedper croceeds to a study of the intellectunl areblte.
This intellecturl appetite requires intellectunl cognition, by which we can
know the natures or essemves of objects. By intellesctusl) cognition we con
know what the pgood is. Since goodness formelly manifests itszeld by the ate
traction which amanstes from a being, and since appetits of the good isg the
inclination tovard the being from which this attraction emanmates, to lnow the
good is to know that s being posseasses in itself that by whish it cu crouse an
inclination by the attroction which emanstes Irom it. Gedger staten thoat we
st consider this attraction which is exercined by a being and which ia love
if we want to greap the formmlity of the good.

How in each particular instance we can distinguish tha recson fav the
attraction of the being. Certain objects we gseek and ve call good bocuuse in

5. 55., "Pour Stre tout & falt préois il faudrait dome dire que le
vivont est ordommd, par un amour naturel de bienveillanece, ou blen individuel
ot au bien de l'eap&ce, qu*il poursuit 1l'un et ltamtre par des sctions ape
propriden, dont le ddclenchement se fait par 1l'effet de la délectation, seul
bien directenent poursuivi sur ls ylan paychologique.”
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their presence we experlence z certain enjoyment, pleasure, or dolight. in
this e¢ase cur love is not for the good, the thing in itself, but for the énli@ﬁ
It is the delight and not the object itseelf which offers the atiruction and
toward which cur inclination tends. In this case our love is a domire o a
conpupd scont :wn.m

Again, we can {ind ocur love stizmlated by the utility of the ocbject, its
valuse in relsation o our own good. Here again ocur love is cne of desire.
Desire, Gelger points cut, has poychologiocally three elsments: a subject that
deaires, an object that is desired, and a good, distinct from this cbject, for
which 4 is desired.™

Reflecting now on the love which we baar oursslves, we find o love that is
not subordinated to any other love, e seek ouwr cwn good, oupr perfoction and
happiness for their own cake, "parce que ces réalités oxercent sur nous un
attrait qui ne semble desander sucune justiffcation." This good is identifi
with our own selves, and ac is pot loved for the aske of ancther goode-ouy love
horve is directed %o a good for its own sake. This is not a desize, a concupis-
cont love, but a benovolent love, This love, however, which makes us love our
own being and perfection for themselves, is the primoiple of the desires by
wvhich we love those objects which are able to assure our perfoction and hap-
pineas.

Wa find that we have suoh a love as this for other beings, whenover we are

0y, 584, "Notre omour d leur égard est une convoitise ou un amour de

eoncuni ncence.”
31? » &)' e 50,

225, 59,
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in the presence of a good that is sucth a good in itself and not cnly w gwod in
walztion $o another good. Unly in the pressnce of sueh & good Lo Lloeli and
for ituself can we have a love that is iove “purement et simplement."” Thie is
so even 1f such a good in itselfl be not the good in the lentibude of ils per-
foction. Geiger oomperes the difference betweon such an zbsoluie good and a
relative good to the diiference between substonce and scoident. .ud as a
croated substence, even fhough a true substence, hns an wltizoto dependance on
the chaolute Deing, sc does the substantial goed have an uitizaie dependence
su that which is poodness by its essence, in the fullmessz of perfection. “le
monde du bien se dicouvre alors dens toute oca diversitd, lea biens relutifs
empruntont lewr vslaur sux biens absolus qu'ils peuvent contribucy & Zuize
pattre on & dévelop cr, ces derniers empruntunt leur propre bonté sbascine &
1'2buclu de 1z hontd pmmi&m."a

As there is a bhlerarehy of beling and of goud, oo there is & hierarsuy of
love: aecidental love, which supposes a more profound love; subgtantial love,
benevolent lovae, the love of & good for itself; and finelly & love of the good
as such, the sbsolute Good, which we all seelt in every love, evea though we do
vot always know it. In our love, Gelger says, we begin with a love of delighte
ful and useful goode. Thence we progesd further. "Dans le szecret de notre
coeur nous savons que ce n'est pas 13 aimer vraiment. Car aimer parement ot
simplement, ctect 8tre et Jdemourer en précence de ce gu'on alme, 'ut in ille
oistat, non ut inde aliquid ei provenist,” comme S. Thomas le dit magnifique-
mant & propos de la charité surnaturelis; ce n'est point passer awywrds du bien

3¢, 61,
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pour lui faire ceulement l'anprunt de quelque avantage ou trouver par iul
gquelque satisfaotion qu'il ne serait nas mm.'*‘a"’

¥or auch a pure love of a good in itself, we must be able tc¢ know & being
that 1o such a good, to know 44 as a good in itself without any relation of
utility or delight to curselves. Un the other hand, if the good hat no relae
tion to ourselves, would it in fact be a good for we and could we love &t7
"licus avens done 2 choisir, semble-teil, entre un amour gui va de soi, puisque
son objet est oe qui ezt bon pour nous, et un amour pur mais irrdalisable,
puisque son objet seralt un bien emsol, dono sans rapport avec nous, done
impossible A aimer.">> ue have here again the dilemma of the problen of dise
interested love.

Gelger states that in order to be loved either as an acoidental or sube
stantial good, the being must bLe present to the subject as the good it is. But
the presence of the grod as such--necessary for a love of the good as aucthew-is
pracizely intellectual cognition., If this is the csne, "o'sst done dans la
posure et dans la mesure seulement ol grace 2 la comnaiasance intellectuelle le
bien peut se révéler lui-méme on ce qu’il est, qu'un amour pourra naftre dans

notre cosur, qui soit enfin 1l'amour du bien pour lui-afme et en m«»mm.."‘?ﬁ

2 Pp. 62w63. Gelger hore gives 3¢. Thomas' distinction of gmor @m%
W RBVOLANES aik from am' 3 G« The lazt Ii&i’t of tids guo
oo readsi

S iy

us autem est amor perfectus quo bonun sliouius in seipaoc
diligitur, sicut ocup amandc aliquem wolo quod ipse bonum habeat, ofiam od nihil
inde mihi accedat; et hic dioitur eusse amor amisitize, quo aliquis seoundus
selpeun diligitur, unde est perfecta smicitia.”

25;%. 6h.

265, 65,
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s the nature of Jlove depends ateictly on the nature of cognition. Intele
jectual cognition alone can recognize the good ns 1t is, whether it is & cace
vde la délectation, du bien utile, de ce qui est bon absoclument, pavrfaitemant
ou imparfaitement. Car nous pouvons gonnaftre, grice & notre intellisence, la
pature du bien.">’

Having estsblished the pringiples of love of the good as such, Geiger now
procesds to discuss disinterasted love, calling attention to the necessidy of
keoping the distinoticn betwoon sense appetite and imtelisctunl aypetite. Dige
interested love, of ¢ource, 1s & love that is not interested. This interested
love is defined as a love which, posing as objective, is rellly ddrocted toward
the good of the subject itself. This love has three elementz: the gubjipet that
lovas; the good thet the subject pretends to love or thinks it loves, the ap-
pazent obiegt of the lovej and the interest or the good of the subject, which
ia the zeal objsgt of the lmmw

To have a disintarested love of the good for itself requires, oo Geiger
has pointed cut, & recognition of the good as such. Une does not freo hinmself
from interestad love by marely suppressing the interest, amy more than one
establishes a wireless ccawmunication by removing the wire. DUlsinterested love
is not achieved by the siumple extlusion of all reference of interest or utility
with regard to the subjeoct. The mere suppression of thias referance to the sub-
Ject does not oreste an interest in the object, but rather remcves the reasocn

for the subject to be interested in any cobject other than himself., It hos

27, 67.

ws"a sbove, P :‘5‘5" and ﬁ‘iﬂﬂr‘ Pe 6{}' n. X.
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£2510d to glve the subject o reason why his love should tend to thae good of the
object. "J'al dfa-intdressé le sujet, je mo lul al pas donnd 1'amour dSsintéres:
sb." >

For the poocibility of o disinterested love, it is not a questiou, there-
fore, of stop; ing the self-seeking interest, but cof sngendering s luove of the
gocd in itself snd for itaself, "pure présence affective du sujet 2 1'cbject,
guand ce dernisr est un bien qui mérite un tel amour "> This affective pres~
ence requires the intellsctual comprehension of the good. "Si llon ddgwe la
»5214té positive, ltumour désintéressé ecincide done avec l'amcur spirituel da
bien qui par se valeur absclue mérite 4'8tre aimé pour lui-mlme . . . lotre
smour peut Otre ddsintéresné non point formellement parce que nous LOUVORS
|aller contre l'amour de nous-mBmes ou sacrifier notre bien, mais parce que bous
pouvoas par actre amour allsr vers un bien domnt la valpur absciue a ju se
soter 3 notre &mmz.“:ﬁ

Fer an intellectual love to be & disinterested love, it smst have three

Tchmactmma, which Geiger calls gbiectivity, regtitude or trulh, and a
: ‘ By the objectivity of spiritual lowe Gedger undarw

stonds being in the prosence of the good on the lewel of the guod itazelf,
s of which the good is seen and sttained formally as good, and not orly
patertally through the effects which flow from it.”> Thus in spiritusl love,

0. 72-73.
B, 7he
Ry, 5.
2. 76.
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rebiocnel love, the subject im present tu the good in two closely-ticd woys: the
pbjoetive intenticnal precsence of the cognition of the nature of the good, and
the objective presence proper to love, dependent on the cogniticnal precence.
Becouse of our intellectial cognition we are able to kaow the anture of the
good and to hnow our own bedig in the presence of the good and our ordination
%o the goods, In Lrue ilove thore 1s o complementarity, on the level of being,
between the subjeot and the object. The objectivity spoken of hove is the
product ui the intelleot's power to koow the natures cf thinge, arpiied to the
sots of the subjeot aud thelir ontological structure. By thls rowar “nous
pouvcns Stre présents & nos actes, aux objets qui les spdoiflent et comprendre
avee ia nature dou una ot des autres lewr mutuelle coordipation su nlan de
notre Stre e

The toxts, Geiger clalms, sust be interpreted with this underctanding of
the intellectual appetite, and pot with the notion that the will is distingu-
ighed from ¢ther appetites merely by the difference of its objacb.%}

Objactivity, then, is the cogniszance and love of a good im itoelf, for ite
own oxke, and not & good in relation to the subjest. But for our love to tend
toward the gred as it really is, it sust have rectitude, or truth: 1% muet

pttend to the good as it is in the hierarchy of goods. For thers is an order

3350 79

M. 29, ne W1, 91 1'awour spirituel est spéoifid par la vonnalssance
intelleotuells, of si cotie dornddre eot cbjsctive commne nous Ltavons sappeld,
l'gmour avirituel est nédcessairement objectif lui aussi, présence affsctive au
bien sous 12 raiscn de blen, saisie par l'intelliigence.” Gedper Jocumentc this
position with thvee texts: l1p XII Hete, 7, 0. 25225 S.2., I~II, &4, 2 ad 24
and C.Gey 1, b4,
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of pocds: of means and ends, of higher and lover gvods, of finite and lnfinite
gocdse of goods by pacticipation and the good by essence. The natural chjective
ity of the intellcstual appetite has its fuller davelopment in its naturnl
rectitude. A partisl good or & partial plessure is loved ia truth only when it
o teved precisely for what it ie, & partisl good or &s & pleasurd. The Qe
yortanca in the aoral sphere of this rectitude of love, the love of objects
wccurding to the true velue, is easily ssen. "Il mous faut comprendre ob admet~
ire concrdtment que ce qui a valeur por soi, le wrai, le bien, in destinde
spirituelle des percounes humsines, ieu, souvernin Bien et scuveraine Vérité,
noks He los almons en weritd que ui mous refusons toujours de les rduire, eous
qeelgue prétesio que ce soit, au rang de moyems pour des fins individuslies ou
collectives, politiques, socisles ou éeomiqma.“”

The chjeotivity and rectitude of intellectusl love, then, are the ocop-
nizence and love of a good for its own zeke, in its proper comtext in the
hicracchy of goods. The disinteresied charscier of love depends on hoth its
obJoctivity and rectitude: on its objeetivity, as the gondition of its Loge
aisility, sines only o subject that kaows whut the goed is and can be prucent
te i¥ as it i, can love it as it is and for what 1t is; on the rectitude, as
she condition of itz morality cpr lagibtimecy, since our pure disinierecsted love
does not hove the right $o operate except in the precsence of a good which truly
doserves such o love. Based on intellectual cogmition, spiritual love is obe-
Joctive, direcled toward the good as it is inm itself, whatever hind of g od it

ice This love is objoctive and true when it is directed to sueh a good

3., 8s,
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according to the valuwe it hus in the soale of goods. The love will Le objeo=
tive, true, snd disinterested, when it is thus in the presence of s truly
sbaclute goods

Gedger himself sums uy his expositiont

{Li'affectivité humaine prise duns toute sa gdndralité comporte,

outre l'apydtit naturel de chacun de nos pouvoirs, L'amour sensible

ot ll'amour spirituel. L'amour sensible a pour object le bien, ou

plus exsctement telles et telles choses bonnes domt la bonté eat

signalée et jugde per la délectation sensible. L'amour sy irituel,

du fait de sa liaison } lu comnaissance intellectuelle & pour objed.

formel le bien comme tel. 11 est objectif puiequ'il porte e le

bien dont les gimirwnw modes peuvent 8tre discernds par notre

connaissance

Love is gbisotive, trug or morally good and geptripetel when it is directed
tovard the proper geod of the subject, but under the formality of the good as
gsuch and eonformoed to the “truth of the good.,” This love is a benmovolent love.
Such a love is gbjsctive, true., and interscted when it is in the prosence of
goods which by their nature are to prosote other goods, and especially the good
|of the subject. Spirtsual love can be gbiective and frus, even when accejting
the delights conoomitant with the possession of gertain gu.ds, when the delight
15 aocepted for the good that it is, and not raised tv the position of & good to
be sought for itself,

Spiritusl love is ghicotive, txue, and disinterested whes it is in the

esence of a geod whose absclute value demands such a love. That ls, 2 love

that iz objective and true--directed toward a good according to its hisrarchie
kal valune-=offers to the good having an absoiute value a resyonse ogually abeow

36?13* 87~88.
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ute: ‘le pur hommage de notre coeur qu'il mérita."‘a? fhis love will have a
anique form in the presence of the good which not only has an sbsolute value,
nut which is the Absolute Good, sourve of aill good and of all love, and hence atJ
our love and of our good.

irue love, then, loves all things according to their proper wvaiue. It is
ddroctad toward God, not because God bestows on the subject his pgrectest good,
but because God is in teruth the Good. Gelger quoteas S¢. Thomas on ﬁ%ﬂ-ﬁhﬁ

This, with an application to the aptitude of ocur natural love for God to
the supersatural love of charity, concludes P, Geiger's systematic proecentas
tion of the pesition of 5. Thomas on the question of disinterested love.
Geigor now pro¢eeds to eompare his interpretation of St. Thomas with that of
Bousselot, Gelger agrees that 8t. Thomsa' theory of love gan be sailed a phys~
iea) theory, if this is understood to mean that lowe is rooted in the nature of
the baing that lowes, and that it hss a connection with that being's natural
end. The will is indeed & matural appetite, he says, but we sust avoid a care-
leass use of thia term and remember that the structure of this drive toward good
is affaected by the differences of the varicus levels of being in whigh it oper-
ates, Rousselot has restricted his notion of natural appetite to that tendency
of a being for its natural development that is identifisd with the nature of the
being, whether imanimate, sentiant, or intellectual. wWith this indtial nistake,

y, 9.
’ BaTey II=I1, 204 3 ad 31 "[Hloo quod aliquia velit frui Deo, pertinet ad
ooren que Deus amatur amore comoupiscentine. Magis auten emewms Dewn aumore
amicitine quam amore goscupiscentime: quis maius est in e bemum Dei quam
participare poscumus fruende ipso.” Gelpger, p. 91.
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one 15 led to attribute Lo sense and intellectual appetite that which is true
enly of the mufural appetite of the inanimate wetld.sg

The will, then, is a natural apyetite vnly in the sense that it iz glven
with the naturs of an intellectuzl belng. Becouss of its foundation in intels
1ectusl cognition, the will tends by its nature to the objectivity menbtiocned
gbove., The will, the natural appetite prouper to man, is not, hovever, the only
patural appotite in man. For san also has a sense appetite, wnlch is a natural
appetite, and the natural appetite of each of his faculties, vepotolive and
copnitive, for its proper object or good. The will, unliks the cther tysos of
patural appotite, is not fooused cn any determined guod., Tts furmal cbjsct le
the good. Hence it is incorrect to say that the object of the will is the good
of the subjeot, in the sense that this is some partieular good. The goed of
oan is first of all his exdsteace, but ultimately it is his operation and by
his operation his possession of his end., HNow the operaticn of the will is the
love of the good according $o truth, and it i3 toward this operation that the
vill is Inolined by nature. “A la lumidre de la varité mous ainerons ce qud
agk bon, ¥y compris nous-mime & notre rang, comme bien. S'aimer svi-tfme co
n*act done pas eonvoiter pour sol des biens qui seralent des ghones bomties A
agqudrir. C'est d'abord se porter vers son achdvement maturel. <r notre
achdvement naturel en tant gqu'hommes, en tant qu'Stres douds de volontd, clest

d'aimer toutes chioses selon la véritd du b;i.m."% This is our good, the pood

3, 4., "L'appétit et 1'amour se trouveront alora représentds ccmme un
rur dynonisns jar leguel un 8tre tend vers son plein déveloprement ot capte
tout ce qui peut le favoriser."

%Pj;}. W‘?ﬂc
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to vhich we naturelly tend. For pan, therefore, to love onecelf is sscentlally
to will o love according Yo the truth. This and omly this type of colfwlove
is according to asn's nature.

3%. Thomas states that the object of cur will is cur beatibude, but this
beatitude is not some avbjeotive state of well-being or feeling of peace and
delight. It is rather cur possession of our last end. Thias beatituds iz the
contemplation of the truth proceeding from the love of the good for ituelf,
Furthercore, aince uan's beatitude is hie union with his lust end through his
proper operaticn, tie love of the good according to the truth, 1% ip imposcible
to concelive that he can tend toward his good or his beatitude by tie devivae of
bis own good. ¥For his raticnal love iz not able to tend toward an achivity,
pure deaire, which would be coantrary %0 nature, nor is it able to wmuite him tend
toward beatitude in suoh a way that would certainly meke him miss ite '

Hence, to spoak of desire with regard to the natural appetite of the will
is erronecus for two reasons. Firast, because the actural tendency of a foculty
towvard its ultimste act is & benevolent, or at least & compiacent, love, oo is
avary love that a being has for its final good. Desire deals oply with goods
wihioh are means o the end. Secondly, because the act «f spiritusl love,
which by nature is objective and true, is able to be suuetimes a iove of baneve
clence and scmetimos a love of desire: a bemsvolent love, a digintercuted love,

x’p 99-100., "Hotre volonté, en tant que puimsance, &, Comoe toute
puiosance, un ordre naturel & son acte. Un peut 1'appeler un appétit naturel.
Halz 1'acte 8» l'amour spirituel ne nous unit 3 notre bien que 8i tout enseamble
il nous donne d'atteindre le bhiem et 8'il nous le fait atteindre d*.ng gar-
W papidre, c'est-d-dire conformsment 3 la raison droite, cettce conformité

rm pussible par la structure particulidre de llamour suirituel
jue nous avoens appelée son objestivite."
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when it is in the prosence of such & good as deserves this 10%;% 24 GOyl g
ecent love when it is dlrected toward goods which are means Yo & furdher good.
Hences to dofine the will us u love of desire, a concupiscent lovee-ic afiplile

ute to it a love of self, even an egoiatic love--iz tc econfuue evey; In

benevolent love thoere are dut two terms: the good iitself, precent tu e sub-
Joot by his knowledge; and the love which tends towsrd it. The subject's cun
parfoction, his good, is sttained ia this act of love, without his foownl e
raction toward it. In fact, the love is taken up with the gouod whieh is the
cbject of the love, whioh alone is present to the consciousnwss; this love 1a
not token up ab all with the subject's good, "Le wvolonté eat dunc un apdtis
naturel en un sens spéoial, propre au monde de llesprit. Som objel est le bien
coune tels Son acte est notre blen, notre perfection ou motre blatitude jus-
tement parce gue par lul nous sommes ¢onjoints directement au bisn pav un soour
du bien lul-mme, non point per une convoitise qui ne powrrait attelndie acn
objot que por la raison formells de mon bisn.'

The act of the will is later defined as "un omour gui, gréce & iu
connaissancs intellectualle, est um emour objectifl du bien, et un amour
désintéressé du bien en lui-mSme, quand il so trouve em présence dtun bien

“’Geﬂ.ger, pe 101, This statement is important as Gelger's sumuody oand
Zefinition of the will., He quobes hare a.’f" I* 59, let "wmedan o o .
inclinentur ad bonum ows cognitione qua aowmt ipsam rationen boni, yuod
ast proprivm intellectus. 7t haee gwtact&mime inclinonbur in bome, non
%iuiw quaal ab alic solumsodo directa in booum, sioub ea gquse togaiiione

cuorant, aequs in bomem pwrbloulare tantum, sicut ea quibus out sole sonoitlva
coguitio, sed quasi ineclinata in ipous universale bumms. 4t hoee ineiinsbic
dicitur voluntas."




h
absolu, fini ou infini. Alors mon bien, c'est-i-dire l'sctivité conforme 3 la
poture du pouvoir qui m'est domnéd par la nature, consiste justement 2 aimer le
pion et & 1l'aimer en véritd selon les différentes valeurs qu'il mm‘“%

In what sense now can the love of self be sallad the measure of all other
loves? Gelger explains that it is such a measure in that by the act of the
will we tend toward our good and our perfection. OGinge our perfecticn as men
sonsiots in love conformed t¢ right reason, when we have this lowe, ordered to
the good in itself, we are pursuing naturally ocur own perfection. Tho natural
quest for our own good and disinterested love are thus intimetely connected.
LELJ'W aelon la virith ect 1'agte maturel do notre wolontd, dono notre
rfection, ot « + » DOWE Ne pouvons rien aimer sens du méme coup of por

ty trouver naturellamsnt, non pas paychologiquement, notre propre
rfection. Nous nme pouvona aimer Dieu pardessus toutes choses, nous ne
uvons lui sacrifier nos bienn, sans le faire par un amour qui rdalise notre
e nature, done nous aohdve et nous conduit vers notre bmw.‘*%

In the ocase of love that is ascording to nature, diginterested love and
Tkha natural love of self is one and the same love: "en tant quagts il gat
botre perfection, sens qu'il doive nécessairement faire 1l’objet d'un autre acte,
ul, paychologiquement le prendrait pour fin ot le subovdonerait ensuite an

t&n de Dieu; en tant gu'acte d'amoyr spirituel il est orientd tout entier vers
bien sbeclu, find ou mm."“s

%F» 03,

43y, 10k

%P. 105.
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Geiger restates the problem of love at this point: the appevent imnoge
pibility for one act tio be at the seame time both a disinterested love of the
good as such or the good of another, and also the realizaticn of vur natural
tendancy toward our perfection. There would seem to be twe objeets and henoe
two acts, whose directions are dimmetrically opposed, ome turnsd ccopletely
toward the object, and the other directed sompletely toward the self. In re-
apriying his sclution to the problem, Gelger says that the difficulty iles in
considering the good of the self as ons thing, and the good which is the object
of diginterested love as another thing, thus presenting two absolute goods
whioh would require two acts of nbsolute love, But in reality our pevrfecticn
is oot a fhing, it is an ggt. Hence Geiger states again:

Kotre bien n'est pas un trésor A aonvoiter mais un objet A aimer

par cet agte gui est 1'amour du blen selon la vérits, c'est-2-dire

1'amour dfsintéressé ot abaclu quand il se trouve en présence d'un

bion absolu. Un ceul ot méme acte sst dono, objeotivement purlant,

ccome acte immanment, l'accomplissement de notre perfection gt

1'omour ddsintéressé du bien. Il ne peut 8tre 1'un sans 8tre 1'nutro.

Il est les deux indissolublement, ou il n'est pas. Il ne pout Btre

1'amour désintéressé du bien sans 8tre en mSwe temps 1'acte, done

1'achdvement oxigé par un 8tre fait pour reconnattrs le bion et

lui rendre l'homsage qui lul est df. Il ne peut &tre l'achdvemoent 47

naturel d'un tel Stre sans conetituer un amour désintéressé ot pur.

Hers the reader can see the oritical point of a dooctrine of disinterested
loveesiicusselotts understanding of the intellectusl appetite of man and hig
paed to make use of the principle of the part and the whole, and Gelger's unders
standing of this intellectual appetite and his gonsequent rajection of the
part-whole theory. Housselot would say that o love of self begomes a dlsintere

eated love when we refer ocur good $o the good of the whole, to the guod of Ged.

s 106-107.
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Geiper, on the other hand, maintalns that the love of the good of God for it
seif ond sbove all elwse is procisely our good, cur perfection as beings endowed
with intellect and will, "Hotre perfecticn ne s'obtient done pas par une sorte
de crispation, mals an contraires par une cuverture ot une misze en rapport avee
1¢ bden, notomment nved lo bisn de Dieu que nous ne sommes pas 1oy notre
gcoence, et que noua ne pouvons posséder justement qu'en nous ordomnant i lui
par 1'homuage de notre amour pur et abaolu.”"a
In the pure love of the pgood in truth, especially the absclute good, our
own perfection is atteined without our advertence to it. Thus Gelger says
thet this is "le sens profond de 1'ocubli de sol, sur le terrain, non de
1'appétit paturel mais de l'attention peychologique.”'? To fail to do this,
to ignore one's place in the order of goods, is o fail in schieving ona's tive
goale
What then is the metaphysical basis for this necessary connection between
the two movements of our appetite? GCeiger rejects Rousselot's theory of nate
Luml appetite understood in the sense of iristoteliasn physies. Since love,
phathar natural, semtient, or intellectusl, is the response to scme good, and
Jsim& the good iz the stitraction which emansntes from being iteelf in so fux as
1t has perfection, love consists in the response of a being to being and to the

Ewd identionl with being. Every movement toward the good iz & movesont tow
ard bedng, whethor to acquire, preserve, or augment, or whether to love it for
itself by resson of its perfection manifeszted by the intellactusl cognition.

#SP! 197- Sa0 alpo Ps 1071 Do 63a

%P‘. 116,




44
Jedger here draws on the theory of participaticn. Geod, in whom velng,
good, and truth are identical, cannot create anything which would not be a
being, good becauss cf its very being, and animeted in sose way with o love of
the goods The ultiuate reuson for this love must be socught in the “sinilitude
nécossairement imprimée en tout 8tre bon et attird par le bien, c'est-l-dirs
par 1'6tre en tant qufil eet parfait, et finalement par Celui en gyui 1'8tre et
lo bien sont identiques & mon J—
In the intellectusl oreature, whioh participates in God's being and God's
pure love of His good, its love is dlstinet from its being, and iz & second
acty the natural term of the natural temdency of its gpirit toward its perfece
tion., This pure love is a perfection accidental to the being which loves,
since by nature it is made to love the good.
Geiger notea fucrther that the natural appetite of the will for the act
wiieh is its completion s itself & love of benevolence. "Sur lo zlan
syehologique le vouloir de ltamour déasintéressé sera lui-méme un auour
sintéressé ou pur." Geiger quotes St. Thomas® statement”® that the will
can will to will, that cne casun love to love. He are able to know that our love
fis a good, and therefore we are adble to love it as & good in itself, with ob~
jectivity and rectitude--tc love the good which is precisely "i'amour du bien
belon la véritd, sizilitude de 1'Amour dont Dieu s'alme Lul-m@me, le Bien

Ky, 113,
5&[""' 1.15.

ﬁéigﬁ‘ II"’II, 25, 2 Co
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ibsoln, c'est-3~dire la Perfection absoclu de 1‘5tra‘“53

The reason, then, for the intimate connection betwoen the nstwral appetite
for cuy serfecticn and the nmuat disinterested love is to be found in the netae-
yhysios of svery trus good and every true love. Good ia aot firat of all the
object of desire, bul rather the perfection of the being and the boals for the
attraciion which emanates from it in 8o far as it is perfect. Hence love is
not first of ail a desgire or a “centripetal” quest for ome's oun good. Love ia
primarily hommage tc ths good iteelf, n wovement toward the good in ec Jar so
it is uuch.gﬁ

Thus consupiscent love, far from being the source and model of all love,
is seen to be the particular type of love found among beings which must promote
their own good by borrowing from the goods of other beings, goods which are
good in relation to these beings that desire. [iwen in these belngs, howewver,
there is acwe mixture of love of the good togother with desire for the good, in
80 far as the subject retognizes the true good of the object. Dut, Gelgeor nﬂtcé

still again, "pour toute ordsture, lL'amour le plus pur demeure un bioa 2

5Be, 117,

FhiLs amour ddsintéresss et 1'amour dw bien propre ne sout pas lide norce
qutil faut assurer avant toud la satisfaction de 1'appdtit qui porte chague
$tre vers son nropre achévement, guitte ensuite & operer 1'unité dos biens
pardtiels et du bien du tout. Au contraire, clest parce que le blan of
i'anour gont en Dieu son essence mme, sous la forme de l'amour abaolument
sur du Bien sams défaut, qu'ils se trouvent inscrits ndcessairement dans
tout 8tre oréé par son 8tre mbme, et que tout smour revet, nicessairamont
cette double grandeur d'étre l'hommage suscité per le bien et de conotituer
la perfection naturelle de toute erdature, singulidrement de 1z arfature
spirituells, faite 3 1'image de Dieu, cupable par conaSquent de connaftre le
bien ot de l'aimer pour lui-mlme et d'aimer par-dessus tout le Bien st
1timoury, source de tout bien et de tout amour.” (PFp. 117-118.)
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poquérir, une perfsction vers laquelle elle szspire, 1l'acte second qui,
paturellement, 1'achdve tout en lfordomnant au bien et notamment su Bien de
meu.**%

Now since this is so, 5t. Thomas gould not possibly have said that our
patural appetite, the desire of our good, is cwr primsry love, source and
messure of all other love, from which comes the dlaintereated love of God. He
could not have offered the explanation that our love of cur own good, vhile
ropeining selfwsseking, would become & disinterested love of the good of God
vhen we, extending the comprehension of cur good, would arrive at the point
vhere we oonsider cur own good as the good of a part, a partieipation. Here
Geiger climaxes his argumentation. "Mals s'il [5t. Thomas] n'a pas pu le dire,
cosment expliquer qu'en effet 11 1'ait dit? La réponse est trds simple: 41 ne
1'a pes 418" The texts cited by P. Rousselot, in fact, say just the op~
posite to the meaning that he drew from them. At the end of his exposition of
5t. Thomas, Rousselot had quoted the Angelic Doctor: "Supposd, dit-il, que
Dieu ne At pas lo bien de l'homme, 1l'homme n'auralt aucune raison 4'aimer
Dieu.** This text manifostly affirms for Roussslot the priority of the love
of cur own good. God must be a good for us, or else we would have no reason $o
love Him.

Unfortunately, saye Geiger, this text, sc very clear and decisive, ic not
$t. Thomas® but P. Rousselot's. In the context of the text cited, St. Thomas

3, 19,

7 Seley Ti-11, 26, 13 ad 3. Rousselot, p. 1%; see above, p. 16. Celger,
Do 120,
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4s endeavoring to clarify the order of love in heaven, and is explaining how
lgod is the whole reasoa for loving for each of the blessed. The full response
of 5t. Thomas reads: "unioculque erit Deus tota ratio diligendi, oo guod Deus
gst totun hominis bomum. Dato enis per impossibile quod Deus non egset

wominis bomwn, non esset el ratio dlligendi.”" The text, then, iz not to be
interpreted as Rousselot presents it, reading ggset us an impersonal verd and
undoratanding Dewm as the obfect of dilizendi. The text is rather to be undere
gtoodt  “Oranted the imposaible supposition that God were noct the good of nane
then He would not be for man the reason for lwma.“% In the sane .meostion 26
St. Thomas had said: "dupliciter est aliquid causa dllestionis. Uno nmodo,
slout 42 quod est ratio diligendi. £t boo modo bonum est causa diligendi: quia
|unuzmquodque d111gitur dnquentua habet rationsm bomd."”’ Thus cur text exe
plains the faet that God is the whole reason for loving becauss He is the
?!m‘la good of man, aince the good iz the reason for love as its formel object.
Besides, S¢. Thomes concludes this passage by saying: "Bt idec in ordine
dilectionis oportet quod post Deum homo maxime diligat seipsum.” Geigoer thea
juotea vhat 3t. Thomas had sald in the body of the article in question: "“Juia
intensio actus dilectionds provenit ex parte subjecti diligentis, ut supra
dictum est. Zt ad hoo etiam donum caritatis unicuique confertur & Dec, ut

58%130:-, Pps 121=-122. "Suppoasons par impossible que Disu me soit pas le
bien de 1'hocme, il, c'eat-d-dire Dieu, ne serait pas pour 1'homme 1 raison
d'uimer.” The Snglish Stranslation of this text reads: “For if we make the
iapossible mpoauma that God vers not man's good, He would not be man'a
jreason for loving.” "g_s% " of St. Thomas A v Lranse
loted by Fathers of tha Znglish can Province. Vol. 6, Now tzx'iz, 1916.)

B5.2.y 1111, 26, 2 0.
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prino quides montem susn in Deum ordimet, quod pertinet ad dilectiopen sul

ipoins.”

For 3%. Thomas God Himself is the whole of the good, and the good io the
reason for loving., Thersfore man loves God more than he oan love oy other
thing, which would only be & deficient participation in God's goodness. Gedger
thus smmuarises the doctrine of St. Thomast

[Li*hamme alme Dieu parce que Dieu ezt le bien de 1'hemne, oo
il o'y a d'amour que du bien. Dleu est $oute la raison d'aimer
parce qu'il cet lo bdlen total. L'hommoe zime dono Dieu 4'sbord
et par-dessus tout. Il s'aise ensuite lui-mbme., =t puisque
1tobjet ds 1l'amour de soi eat un amour oncore, 2 savoir 1'amour
de Dieu por-dessus toutos choses, 1l'amour de Dieu eat premier non
soulenent danz l'ordre d'intensité mais encore dans l'ordre do
nature. Voir dans l'amour de Dieu une convoitise de Dieu ou du
blen de Disu peur mol, ¢o seralt inserire dans la naturs un
app8tit contraire 3 1l'ordre du bien, domo la mettre commnc 61
perversité naturells au compte del'auteur mme de la nature.

Rouasslot had glted anothar text ¢o verify hia theasis: ‘"Non oniu essuod
in natura alicuiug quod ameret Deus nisi ex gc quod ununguodque dopendst a
bono guod st Em"’& But, as Geiger says, ovan without aysealing to the cone
toxt, we find here, not the dootrine of the primacy of self-love, of the desire
for one's own good, but aimply the atatement that the love of God would not be
found imprintad in the very naturs of a baing if that being did not doyend om
the good which is God,

Co gui revient A dire, ai j» ne me trompe, que la créaturs alme

Dieu naturellement plus gu'elle-m@me purce qu'elle tient de Dieu,

qui est bon, son 8tre ot sa bontd. Ia raison profonds pour
laguelle le bien de Dien se trouve inacrit & titre de fin dans

wﬁug;g ITeli, 3‘5‘ i3 ¢.
&Gaigar, Ppe 22123,

&ﬁ'gﬂ I. 6*3. 5 ad 2. Rousselot, P ii“ ne 33 ﬁ&i@@l" P 122,




13 gatare seme de la ardature c'est que 1la ordature n'est pas,
aingd qu'il peut parattre 3 premidre vue, un $tre autonome dont
11 famdrait ensuite chercher le rapport avec Dieu., xlle st par
Dieu, par participation de socn 8tre ot de aa bonté. Clest la
ralson du rapport unigue gul existe entre le blea de la crlature
ot le blem de Dieu, Dieu, en d'sutres termes, n'est un Stranger,
wn %gg pour suouns crdature. IL ne 1's jamais 8t8. 34 pur
impossible 41 pouveit 1'6tre, N bieu la erfature n'existoralt
pes ou blen elle merzit Dieu.

The cbjection to which Gt. Thomas is replylog in this passege 1o Just the
wumgnodous, ot illud pagis. Sed natursld dilectione quilidet &iligit sldum
propter sed  ummquodque endm diliglt aliquid ingquantum est bomusm sibl., lrge

theols that P. feousselet is trylng to establish: “Praeterea, [Topto

aleckione nsturald angalus nom diligit Deum rlus quam selvsun,” To this St
Thomas anevers: “our dicitur quod Deus diligitur ab angels ingumtun ost ed

borug, si ly inguantum dicat finem, sic falsum est: non endsm A423git

natureliter Deum ywopber bomen suum, sed propter ipaus Deum. 051 vero dlent
rotionen saoris ex parte ppmantis, sle varunm sst: non endm esvot In nebusa
alicuine quod amaret Denm, niasi ox ec quod unumquodque depandet o bone quod est
Daus." The crsature loves (od in av fer as God ig its grod, but begnuoe God's
good is the creature's reason for love, putic amoris, and not beoowss thic
good la for the ereatwre a finsl cause.
Geiger noxt studies another text, ome upen which Rousselot hus bocsd his

vhole thasis. The context is the discussion whather by charity mun ghould

64

love God more than himmelf, It seems not, and the firast opinion offerod

argues in this way: "Dicit enim Fhilosophus, im IX Zthie., qued gaicsbilias

633%&.{%@?‘* De 124,

5&:\:}.‘;!' 11*11. Eﬁ, 3‘
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quug gubl 2d glterys veaiunt ex amicabi  quae gupt &d geipoum. -od couea
ert cetior effectu. Irge malor est amicitia hominis ad seipsum quam od

suomoangue alivm. Jdrge magls se dedet diligers juam Deum.” In amswer to this
st. Thomns oayst "Fhilosophus loquitur de smigabilidus quae sunt o aliorum
in guo bomau quod est oblecbum amieitiase invenitur secundun eliguen particular-
om modunt  non autes ds emicobilibus cuse sunt ad alterun in quo borum
praediotun inveritur sesundum raticnem totiusz.” The ;ripeciple holds, then, by
which the love of anotbher 15 based upon love of self; 4t holds, thot is, in
every cose "except caly the ome which F. Rousselot hao put at the cemter of
his atudy, the case of %ﬁ.“’65

Henoe not only 1s the love of God the mest fundamental love lnscriled in
the nature of svery cresture, but this leve, by which ths cresture loves any
good whateoever, ig iteelf a purticipaticn in the love by whieh God loves Hime
self, The ultizate reasca for love is that "nous aimons et toute crfoture
alme parce que Dlew est amour ot gue rien ne saurelt exdster gl e =it wa
cpfature, done par portiscipstion de sa bonté et do aon amo ,.,"66 The creo
ture loves beosuse of ite very being, and the vary nature ¢f its love iz that
it beo @lrvected $ovard God, in whom the creaturs, ita gocdnozs, and 1t love

participate.

65(}9‘3‘3@3" La 126,
66-}.’;?. 12?'-128;
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CHAPTER IV
5T, THOMASY TEACHING ON LOVE

4% this point the writings of 3t. Thomus himself must he studiod to disw
govar his own presentation of his teachlngs on the nuture of love and especiale
1y on the potion of man's love for God. For a proper understanding of his
thought on this subject, it would be good to survey briefly the metaphysicsl
context in whieh 4quinae would have his doctrine understood.

5%, Thomas teaches that oreated beings exist in an imperfasct, lLimited
monner, dependent on a Creator shat is an sbsolute, perfect Being. The exis~
tence of contingent beings requires the existence of an infinite Being poa-
sessing the plenitulde of perfection. For every creature this aboolute Heing
is the first eoffisiont osuse, the firat and original formal exvaplary cauce,
and the ultimate final conse. The greature exdigta by comsunigotion of the
divine perfection, and hence by & participation im it. This commanicution
gives the oreature both its existence and its particulsr essence; s nature
having a ocertain likeness to the infinite divine sssence. “isse auten rerum
crontarum deductum st ab ease divino secundum quamdas deficlenten asaimilae
tionem."?

This likeness or proportionate similitude of the areated being $c its
Creator is realized in the aubstantial form whareby the ereature is what it is.

ﬁmwﬂ Homes €+ 14 leot. 1.
3 ]
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The creaturs, however, being composed of potency and act, is not lmmediately
constituted in its ultimate perfection. Hence it can achieve its proper pere
fection only in the proportion that it is reduved from potency to mct scgording
to the exigencies of its nature. Thus upon any form follows a corresponding
inclinstion to further actuslisation of the poteney of the being. Any created
being iz what it is fyom the first mcment it exists, bdut it has nol reached
its final fulfillment until it achieves the degree of sctoality proper %o its
sature. The realismation of this fundomental inclination, rooted in the crea~
ture's nature, constitutes the ultimate perfection of the mm beings

It is evident, than, that there is a natural inclisation, ruadicated in
the very nature of every oreated being, and that the progressive rezlizatiom
of this inelination congtitutes the perfestion of the being and the attaimment
of its purposs of existence. Thus every natural form hus a consequent inelin-
ation or tendanoy. Henos, 5t. Thomae defines appetite generically as an ine
elimation following upon the form of any bedng: “quamlibet forwem sequitur
aliqua inelinatic.” In general, appetite is the inclination or direction of
& being toward what is good for it or away from what 1s hareful to it: “nihi)
enin est aliud appetitus naturalis guess quaedam inclinntioc rei, ot ordo ad
aliquanm rem sibi mmtm.":’ St. Thomas agsin says that the natural ap-
petite in any belng is its wmovement toward ita full ecompletion or developuent,
its inglination Soward its end and toward the operations condutive to $ts goal.
"Zes maturelis per forsaz qua perfioitur in sus specie habet inolinaticnes in

aﬁ&gﬁt I, 8@, 1l 0.

J& wo’ ?.5; 1l ¢,
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proprias operstiones et proprius finem, quem per operationes consequitur:
quale est enim umusguodgue, talia operatur et in aibi convenientia taaaﬂat.“k
“id formam autem sequitur inslinatic ad finen, aut ad acticnen, aut ad aliquiad
hufvemodi: quis unumquodque, inquantum est actu, aglt, et tendit in id quod
sibl convenit seoundun suam rm.“5 Following upon the types of form which
pay be in a being, there are three types of appetite, the matural spretits of
inanimate things, the sense appetite of sentient beings, and the ratiomal ap~
petite of imtelligent baingms
tends to commmioate to thes a participation in His own being. He intends to

As has been seen, Uod in creating Ledngs ine

communicate to them parfection, and areatures by their nature seek to malatain
a fuller share in this perfootion. Hence it may be said that the divine good~
ness 13 the end of all creatures.’ Thus what God imtends in finite beings ie
that they should scquire = likeness to the divine perfection as their last
end. "Dous convertit emnis ad seipsus inquantus est essendi principium, quis
omnia inquastum sunt tendumt in Dei eimilitudines qui est ipsus esae."’

It is evident that ths appetitive potency is not a uaivoecal but &n analog-
ous concepta

Quae tamen inclinatic diversimods invenitur in diversis maturis, in

"G.8ey TV, 194

ﬁﬁ*ﬁu Iy 54 5 ¢
8300 GGey 11T, 25§ 8.3y I, 59, 25 I, 80, 1; I-II, 26, 1 and 2.
?M 3:Tey I, ¥4y 4 05 Do Yor., 21, 2 c.

8500 GGy I, 96 111, 19,

95430, 11-1I, 34, 1 ad 3.




unaguaguae sgeundum modum eius. Unde in natura intellectuali

invenitur inolinatic noturalls sotundus veluntatem; in naturn

autem sensitiva, secundum appetitum sensitivum; in nat vero

carente cognitione, secundum ordines naturse in aliguid.

Et quis cuiuslibet vrei tar mateordalis quanm immaterdialis est ad

rom aliam ordinenm habere; inde oat quod cullidbet rei competit

habere appetitunm vel naturalem, vel aniusalem, vel raticnalem

seu intellsctunlem; sed in diverais diversimods invenitur,il

In the rotiona) eresature the appetitive faculty is cslled the will., As

the natural appetite of any creature seeks the perfection of that creanture, so

porfection of the person. It cammot seek the mtmr:.w St Thomas teaches
that man's happiness, his last end, is the perfect good. Thio good 4 sought
by the will as the universal good, alone capable of satisfying the rational
appetite. Since this universal good can be found only in God, God slone can be
jman's beatitude and the ultimats object of the human will. "Beatitudo onim eet
bonum perfeotum, quod totaliter quietat appetitum: alioquin non esset ulidmue
finia, sl adhug restaret aliquid appetendum. Cblectum amtem woluntatis, quae
leat appetitus humonua, oot universale bonum . . « IX quo patet quod nihil
potest quietare yoluntaten hominis, nilasi bonum universsle. uod non invonitur
in aliquo creato, sed solum in Deo: quis omnils creatura hadbet bomitatom
participatas. Unde solus Deus voluntatem hominis imglere potest « « « In solo
1gitur Deo beatitudo hominis sonsistit.”™

W5z, 1, 60, 1 6.

llam" 33; 1c.

120 Geq 111, 109, "Juaelibet voluntas saturaliter wult illud quod est
Fsmpﬂm volentis bomum, nec potest contrarius huius velle."

nﬁn?'" I-IX, 2, 8 e,

in a husan belng the will, by s necessity of its very nature, seels the pood and
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The husan will, then, as the principle of the inclimetiocn following upon

the form of an intellactually apprehended objeot, ls an ismaterial foculty with
& universal inclimation tc the good.

Cum igitur voluntas sit quaedam vis immaterialis, sicut et
intellactus, reapondet aibi paturaliter aliquod unum QOZLIIDG,
seilicet bonum . . .wbmantmcmunimtaparﬁmlgﬁa
bona coptinentur, ad quorus nulluz voluntas detorminatur

maeder vero inclinantur ad bonun cum ¢ogniticae qua cognoscunt
ipoam boni vetiocnem; guod est proprium intellectus. &t haoo
perfectissime inclinantur in bonwm; non gquidem gquasi ab alioc
solummods directa in bonum, siout ea quae cognitione carent;
nague in bonum particulsriter tantum, =zicut ea in quibus est
sola senasitiva cognitioj eaed qumal inclinata in idpsusm univeraals
bonum. it haee inclimatioc dicitur voluntaseld

This bopus universale is thus the adequate object of the bumen will.
Since the will is a faculty of a gatiopal being, the intellect gives the
ordination tc the end for the subjaect. The will is inclined Yo seek the good

and the well~being of the person in an orderly way, by subordinating oeans to

16

enduy and $o seeit the end in and for itself. Dom Gregory Stevens, a rocent

commentator on the Themiat notion of love, says in this matter:

Finality sc orders the will's sppetitions that what is good in
itself, the end, is preferred to the gooda by participatiom
{(menns,; and the good of the person besomes not the ulidmate
deterninant, but rather detersinable. In other words, the end
is sought in and for itself, wot in subjection to the personsl
good, a0 that this latter betomes the material, not the formal,
object of the will. Thus, the ultimate vbject of the will, its
most formal determination is to the end (gatio %ﬁg) ;;uat as,
in the objective crder, the ond is the ultimate

¥5.2., 1-11, 10, 1 ad 3.
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of the good.>’
The will, 5t., Thomas teaches, is directed toward the goode-~that is, it
an object in sv far as the object is capable of perfecting another:
[::nm in nihil potest tendere nisi sub retione boni."S “Homum dieit

e b 3. cnamn partnm.'*w It is the perfection of a being, the existence that it

hasy capable of perfecting another being in its existence, that makes the per-
foctive being an obdject of seaking for the perfectible being: "umnaquodque
iicitur bomus, inquantum est perfectumt sic snim est appetidile.> “Hani-
festum est antem gquod unumguodque est appetibils secundum quod est perfectum:
sam cmnds appetunt suam perfecticmes. > For any being its good 18 its pere
fection, its oconservation and development in existence and its attainment of
ita end. As has beon seen above, svery created being exints by communication
of y and pardicipation in, the infinite Being that is God. Because of thig
ereation, every creature exists with imperfect, limited perfection. 4s having
o Linited perfection, the creature has a natural inelination for the completion
bt its perfestion. As having perfsction, it is capable of being perfective of
poother, and hence of belng the term or goal of the natural appetite of ancther.

17ﬁmam Stevens, U.3.8., "The Diainterassted Love of God According o
5t. Thomas and Scme of His Hoderm Interpreters,” Thomist, XVI (Cetober
953}y 50k. "Volumtos outem respicit fivesm ut objectum propriuwm." (S.Z«¢ I, 5,

ed 3,) "Finis auten ost obicctum voluntatis.” (8.T., I-1I, 72, 3 ¢. See

lao Iﬁzzg ’?3' 6&)

By 2., 1,82, 2 ud 1.

195,70y 7, 5, 1 ad 1.
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iﬁmm because evary created being hos participated perfaction, it is both pere
foctible and appetitive, and also perfeotive and appetible.”> For anythisg to
Patetrm a person in the line of the good, of final camsality, the object must
be rroportionod or adapted to the subject so ns to be the subject's good.>>
The will, az hasc been sald, naturally seeks the perfect good of the sube

joct, his haaﬁm.m

8%, Thomas, however, does not make a subjective good
the ultisate object of the will. ™Bonum enim guod est ultimus finis, est bonum
perfectun complens appatitum. Appetitus autem husenns, qui est woluntes, ost
lbont universelis.”®’ The object of the will must contribute to the perfection

of the person, but Shis does not mean that it is solely a perfoctissm

Tw such. The object of the will is a2 good, absolute and good im itself. The

|[bjeot loves the good because it is good, although this good is also the gyb-
‘e goods 4w a recent suthor has written, for St. Thomas "le blen est de

ture sétaphysique, 11 est un abaolu métaphysique qui, par définition, n'admet
gu'on leo r3fire & sutre chose qu'd lui-méme. Ls fait que 1'homme trouve son
2 aimer le bien ne fait pas que la bien soit le bien parce qu'il sst le

dien de l'homme, 54 le blen est le bien de 1'homme, c¢'aut parce que, d'abord,

22&-3., Iy 59 3 0« "Omne ens, inquantum est ens, est in actu, ot quodume
por?wmz quia ommis actus perfectio quaedam est. Ferfectum verc habet
tionen appotibilis ot boni.”

233,24, 1, 62, 2 0. “Naturalis autem inclinatio est ad id quod est gone

[veniens secundum naduram."
8‘!@2"' I. 19' 3 83 I. 3‘1; Z ad 33 I' 63' 23 QOEQQ I. %Q
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il est le binn.“%

Although the will, by its very nature, is the faculty seeiiing the good and
happdnesa of the entire person, and although the object of the will is desired
in ac far ss 4t is related to the good of the person, the will's inclination
to the good of the person ig not its ultimate formal detersminntion. Vhile the
will cannot operate with regard to anything not seen as beuneficisl to tha pore
sone the motive of melf-interest is not for this resson the formal couse of all
the will's acte.”! The ultimate formal object of the will is ths end. he end
is willed in and for itself, and not formally because it contributes to the
good or wellwbeing of the subjact.

The prinedypal act of the will, love, L8 an affective union, according to
5t. Thomas, by which the lover's good and the beloved object are identified.
“Juseden verc unio est esoentialiter ipse amor. 5t haec est unio secundum
coaptationen affectus, Quae guidem assimilatur uniond substantiali, inguentum
amans se hadbet ad amatum, in amore quidem amicitiae, ut ad seipsum; in smore

28

auten concupiscentise, ut ad aliquid sui,” The will is passive in the order

A+ Malet, Personn W 3.0 W
%‘ (?&ria. I96) . Ih% See alac & :g ?9 fie 2532l dni’&; I~i1,
¢ 2 23 G»G'ay iy b,

gﬁ.. 1, @; 5 ad 2, 880 above, PP 5&-59; "[CJW dicitur ﬁlm Deus
Diligitur ab angelo inquantum est el bonus, ai ly ipguantum dicet finen, sic
falsum ost: non eninm diligit naturaliter Deum propter honuzm suum, sed propter
ipsws Deum. 5i vero dicat raticnem amoris ex parte amantis, sic verun sot: non
eninm esset in natura alicuius gquod amaret Deum, nisi ex eo quod unumquodgue
depondet a bono jgued est Deus.”

28.%& vy I-li, 28' L M 30
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of specification, and it ie specified by its object in the order of fipal

causality. The object moves the will to act, to love, by the spweiel attractia
yproper to the order of final causality. In the words of Dom Iteveus, "The
cbjeot moves the will to act (to love), not by & physicsl efficiancy, but by
the spacial ‘atiraction' proper to the order of final causes. The will adapts
itzelf and actively tenda touward the cbject in the order of efficiont e¢susality,
and in thie the will is seen primarily ss an active faculty, Tt is thy act of
the will ia regard tc the ead that is primerily the 20t of love, just as it is
tha proper effect of the end tc awaken and omuse lova.”ag

St. Thomas 1ists the causes of love as three—-the good, > kaculodgey >
and likeness.”> It should be noted that knowledge is not properly o csuss of

39$t¢v¢na, pe 510,

3%@4?,, I-11, 274 1 0. "[Almor ad appetitivum potentien pertinet, quae
got vis pagaiva. Unde obicctum elus somparatur ad ipsam sicut consa motus vel
actus ipadus, Cportet dgdtur ut illud zit proprie causa smoris quod est ancris
obiectum, Asoris autem proprium oblectum est bonuam: quia, ut dictum eot,
anor lmportat quasdas connaturalitatem vel ocumplacentian amantis ad amobus;
unicuique suten est bonum 1d quod est sibi connatursle et proportionatun. Unde
relinguitur quod booum sit propria causa amoris.”

5%&4@., I-11, 27, 2 ¢+ "[Blonum est causa amoris per moduz obisoti. Sonum
zuten non est oblectum appetitus, nial prout est ap:rehensum. Ot 1den amor
requirit aliquanm apprehensiones boni quod amatur. &t propter hoe Philogorhus
dicit, IX Ethig. [%%%, Ethe, IX, 5§ Bekker 1167a3-10.] quod visio corporalls
est principius amo sensitivi. It asiniliter comtamplatic spirituciie pul-
chritudinis vel bonitatlis, est primcipiun asoris spiritualis. 5ie igitur
cognitic ost cause amoris, ea ratiose qua et bonum, guod non potest zmard nisd
cognitum.”

I
325 .Tesn27, 36. “[Slinilitudo, yroprie loquendo, est csuss amoris. Sed
considerandus est quod similitude inter aliqua potest attendi dupliciter. Uno
+ ©% Boc quod ubrumgue habet ifdem in actu: siout duo habantes albodinem,
dicuntar similes. dllc modo, sx hoe guod unum habet in potentia ot in quadanm
inelinatione, illud guod aliud habet in actu: siocut si dicamus guod corpus
grave existens extra suum locum, habet similitudinem cum corpore srovi in suo

e



love, but rather a condition.””

Likeneso, S5t. Thomas says, is, properly spesking, the couse of love.
idkenens 1s here proposed uas & universal cause of love, nwt jual ca tho cause
of love between twc equals. "Omne quod appetit aliquid, appetit illud inguane
tun habet aliquen similitudinem ocum ipso.“s# The likemess apoken of here is
not the intentional likeness which is the principle of knowledge, but & Ilike-
nass "secundum esse uatura&.“ss aome common fors shared by the lover and the
beloved, As iquinas oftem repeats, "bonum enim in rugaa aat.“36 and the good
is perfective “non sclum secundum rationem speciei, sed secundun ecse quod
habet in re.“37 Because of the proportion between the aubject ne perfectibdle
and the object as capable of perfeoting, the subject is inolined toward the
vbject for the sake ¢f real union with it in its concrete existence. The
beloved object is guvod for the loving subject and se atiracts the subjoct pre-
tisely because it is proportioned tc the lover in its being, "secundun esse
naturaes.” "Yusedam enim unlc eat causa amoris. It haes guider est unio

substantialis, quantum ad amoresm quo quis amat seipsum: quantun vero ad amorem

logo existenti. Vel etlam secundum quod potentia habet similitudinesn ad actum
ipsum: pam in ipea potentia quodammodo est actus. Primus erge similitudinis
modus causet amorem amicitiae, seu benevolentiae . . . 3ed secundus moduas
similitudinis cousal amorem concupiscentiae, vel amicitiam utilis seu delocta-
bilis,"

zzgg,ggg.. 4 ad &, "Non enim es ratione aliquid diligitur quia cognosei-
tur, g est bonum.*”

%91 mct. 22‘ i ad 3,

P ia.

Bégg Yer.y 21, 1 co

375¢ Ver., 21, 3 c.
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quo guis amat alia, est unie similituéinis.”’a The cause of love iz this

unicn consisting in likeness-~a likeness of act to act, cr of act tc zotensy,

or o likeness of pro;mrtiona‘sg

Thie likeness, the cause of love, expleins the motion of the good, the
objoct of love.

[ilmoris redix, per se loguendo, eat gimilitudo smati ad aman~
ton, gquia 9st ¢i bonum st gonveniena.

Alio modo ens est perfectivuws alterius asen solum secundum roe-
tionsn spaciel, sed stlar secundus esse quod habat in rerun
naturaj et per hune sodun est perfectivum bonum; bonum enim in
rebus est, ut Fhilosophus dielt in VI Mstaphye. (Meg. C, 43
Bekker 1021e27]. Inquantum autes unum ens ezt sscunduvm eace
suum perfsctivum aiterius et conservativum, habet xatichem
finis respectu illius quod ab eo perficitur; et inde est quod
comnas recte definientes bonum pommt in ratione eius aliguid
quod pertineat ad habitudinesm finis,%l

5te Thomaz says that a being's goodness is the perfection that it haz, "Par-
faotic unjuscuiusque oat bonitas oim-“"% “Honitas uniusculusque est parfectio

ﬁ%o?ﬂ' I"‘XI' 28‘ 1 3‘ 20

L ibid., "[Clune quod appetit aliquid, appetit illud inquantum habet ali~
gquas similitudines cum ipsw. HNec similitudo 1ila suffieit quae est sacundum
esse spiritunle; aliag oporteret ut animal appeteret guidquid gognoaciti
sed oportet gquod sit similitude secundum esse naturae. Jed haee similitudo
attenditur dupliciter. Uno modo secundum quod forma unius secundum agctun
rerfectum et in alicy et tunc ex hoc quod aliquid sie¢ assimilatur find, non
tendit in finem, sed quisescit in fime. 4Alioc modo ex hoe quod formsa unius sat
in alio incomplete, 1d est in potentia; et sic, seoundum quod aliquid hobet
in ge formam finis et boni in potentia, tendit in bonum vel in finen, et ap-
petit fpsum.”

m}g 111 Sent., 27, 1y 1 ad 3.

Moo yer., 21, 1 c.
%Elgﬂj IQ 38.
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aiues."w' “Natura sutem bonl wel ratio in perfectione eansiaut.“% since &
creature has its perfection by participation in sbsclute parfacticn, all Lelngs
have goodness according to the likenmess they have to God.% How for iguinas
diract love for another is an extension of the direct love every being has for
itself. Supposing the subject's proper goodness and love for himself, the
iiteness of another being tov the subject makes possible the extemsion of his
love to that other. The good which the subject recognizes in Limself lo ceen
to be shared by another. The subject's unity with bimoelf causes hiz love of
self. The comwunity of goodnoss between the subject and the objsct, the unien
Watina in likeness, allows the subject to recognize the good in the objesct,

lind is a cause of his love for the object, "[Siicut plus est esce unum quam

[miri. ita amor magls est unus ad seipsum, quam ad diversa quae el unmnwr‘“%
¥

‘Unumguodque primo ot per pe appetit suam perfactionen, gquae ost bonum uniuse
feuineque, ot est semper proportionatum suo perfectibili, ot setundup

hoe habet
#aimlituéim ad ipm.“t‘? Father Robert Johann remarks in this regurds

Yhat I love in myself or another is a subsistent likenesn of
God. Thus the ultimate cnensss of value is assured. God the
Creator, present im all, is loved in all and above all. But
this unigque Velue, ag participated, is indietinguishable from
that core of reality most proper to sasch creature, its own
subsistence. It is the presence of this Value in the creature
that ia the creature. Henoce eath Sreature is a unique value,

"3 Ges I, 40,

" 6., 1, 3.

“Ii0e Suley Iy 64 4 o

¥s.0., 1, 60, 3 ad 2.

W& de Bebd., lect. 2 (ad fin.).
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yet compuning in its uniqueness with every other creature in
Unique Value., Since, therefore, what I love in being is
presence of the Absolute, 1 can love it in thes other as
wvell as in ayself. And eince as in myself it is myself, and
in the other it is himself, sc my own proper good, loved in
myself, can be found by likeness in the other in the very
trait that iﬁﬁa&naihly'diatinguiahaa him from me, his proper
subsistence.
Hecause love implies such a fitness and suitability of the object ioved to the
subjoot loving, love is porfoctive. "Amor iaportat gquamdam ¢omnaturailitatom
vel complacentiar amantis ad amatum: unicuique autem sst bomum id quod est
aibi connaturale ot prnyertiaantnm.”#g In short, it may be said that beocavse
cf likenegs @ belng is good and it is lovable. Having a likemess to God, @
creature has perfectica and goodness. Hawving a likeness to another being, it
can be recognized as good and can be loved. Furthermore, because of the likew
ness a oresture haaz to God, it tends toward God as the fulfillment of its pore
fection., Hente likeness aecounts for the ¢reature's goodness, its atiraote
iveness in the order of good and of love, and its appetite or inglination
toward God,
Here it would be guod to consider 5t. Thomas' distinction betweon gmor

pentiae, friendshiy and desire, benovolent love and

sonsupiscent love.

[Clum amare sit velle bonum alicui, dupliciter dicitur ali~
guid amaprdi: ant si id eui volumus bonum, aut sisut bonum
guod volumus alicui.

%Rﬁbﬁﬂ (e JM. m W gg %!! {Wﬁ‘ﬁtﬂmtﬂrg Mlm, 19&3}5}1 Pe

“9‘%0?“' I"XI' 17' i Lo

50% mw' Ge UBey 7 Cu Gee also g_oﬁo’ I, 913 111, 90,




Sic erge motus azoris in duc tendit: seilicet in donwr quod
guiz wvult alicul, vel aibi wvel alil; et in dllud oul vult
bonua. A& 11lud erge bomum qued quid wult alterd, habetur
amor conocupiscentize: ad iliud autes cui aliguis vult bomvus,
habetur smor saicitiae. Haee autem diviaic est secoundum
prius et posteriue, Nam id quod amatur amore smicitioe, sime
pliciter ot per se ametur: guod autem smatur amore gcncu;ds-
centlae, non aimplicitsr st gsecundum se amatur, sed amatur
alteri, Sicut enim ene simpliciter est quod hadet esse, ons
auten ssoundun quid guod est in alioj ite bonum, gquoed convor~
titur gum ents, simpliciter quidem est quod ipsum habet bo-
nitatem; quod autem est bomum alterdus, st bonum secundum
guld. &t per gonssquens amor quo amatur alligquid ut ai sit
bonun, est asor gimpiiciter: amor autem quo amatur aliguid
ut sit bonum alterius, est amor secundun quid.51

The distinction for 4t. Thomas is based on the double tendancy lmplied in the
definition of love: amaprs git velle bomum aligui. The one for whon the guod
is willed, whother it bs cnesolf or ancther, is loved direotly with bemevolont
love. 7The good itself, loved with reference tc the subject loving or even to
ancther, is loved with concupiscant love. The basis for the dlatinction hore
iz the difference between substance and socident. A thing can be loved &n two
wayss It can be loved as a subaistent good, a good im Ytasel?l, and hore it is
really lovad and good 1s wished %o it. Or a thing can be loved as a relative
good, perfactive of a substance, and here the object 1s loved with a deaire.
It ip loved not for what it is in itself, but rathor for scme perfection to be
depivad from 1t.”> Thus there is diatinguished the subject of love, the object
of love, and the end. Benevolent love ia directed to the end, a personi and
concupiseent love is directed toward the good, which in bemevolent love is
identified with the end., Ot. Thomas alac distinguishes the two tyuos of love

i

%!gﬁ' 2“"‘:1' :.;L’;Jg l‘) Ce

53,;% in de Div. lome, o. 4, lect. 9
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according to the types of likensss that have besn mm.53 Tuus in bopovolent

iove the object of love has an actual and not merely potential Likeneszs to the
subject in wirtue of which the othor is loved on the same basis as i the self.
In consupiscent love the will is divectaed to an accidentsl good dealred us a
porfection for the pereon, and this good is releted to the perscn, the ond, as
act to potentye.

In satablishing the nature of san's love for Ged, both Housceliot and
Geiger put grect streas on St. Thomas' understanding of the princigie of the
port and the uhale.:% This principle is %o be understeod in the conbtext of St.
Thomus' teamching om God's creabtion of the universe. 4s has been seen, the pure
pose of the Creator in produging the world of finite ocreaturcs ic the unity and
crder of the whole undverse. Fopr God gave creatures a limited communicntion,
or participation, in ilic uwniimited perfection. “hus esch cresturs exists in a
participated likeness tc the divine Being. Hut since imdividusl finite beinge
conld pot adequately reflect the divine perfection, God created the variocus
beings of the universe, s that the complex ordered whole of crosliicu would
zore perfeotly reflect His infinite perfection. ixisting in a stole of jmper~
{ection and of potensy, these creatures strive fur further perfecticu, fop
groater participation in and similitude to the unperticipsted perfection of Godd
ihe purrose of the Crector in producing the world of finite beings ls the unity
and order of the universe ams such., It is only the perfection of the whole

935 .2ey I-11, 27, 3 . See sbove, pp. 72-73.

%‘:%aussm;et, Toe T=lb, 23-32; Geiger, pp. 26-27, 120~128.
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whioh more or less perfectly realises the divine likmm.% Lash particular
created reality, euch part of the universe, therefore, is significamt only in
its proper place in the contoxt of the whole uniwrn.sa

Thus the part is for the whole, and the good of the part i3 ordeved tc the
good of the whole. Iut no created being exists, acta, or tends to further pere
foction, except in accord with its particular pature. If the part is what it
is and what it should be only within the csontext of the whole, then it is
natural for each part to be intlinsed to the whole rather than to ituoelf: '"'boe
nun partis est propter bomm totius: unde naturall appetitu vel amore, una-
guaeque res particularis amat bomum suum propter bopum comoune totius universi,
quod est Deus."”’ Since it is only the whole which more or less adequately
reflects the divine perfection and shares its goodneass, it is only in the pro~
portion that the part exarcisss its nature within the oontext of the whole that
it too proportionatealy accomplishes its yole in reflecting and sharing the
porfoction and goodness of God, and thus sccomplishes ita own porfeoction as
wellse Gnly io the ordered relation of the parts within the whole, with itheir
proper subordination and ooordination do they accomplish the urpose of their
existence. "Ummquodque intendens aliquem finem, magls curat de ec guod est

555%_.?.. I, 47, 3 ¢« "[Ilpse ordc in rebus aio & Dec creatis m&imans uai-
tavem mundi manifestat. Hundus endm iste unus dicitur unitate ordinis
dun quod quasdar ad alia ordinantur. Juaecumque sutem mnt a Deo, ordinem
habent ad invicesm ot ad ipsum Deun.”

%g.‘z., I, 47, 1 6. "[Plerfectius partioipat divinax bonitatem et reprae~
sentat eam totum universus, quan aliase quascumque crscturee.'

73,20y 1-1I, 103, 3 0.
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propingquius find ultimo: quia hoe etlsm est finls aliorum. Ultisus autem
finis divinoe voluntatis est bonitas ipsius, cul propinquissimun in rebus
croatis est bonum ordinis totiua universi: cun ad ipsum ordinetur sleut ad
finen, cune particulare bonum huius vel illius rei, sicut winus porfecium
ordinatur ad 44 quod est perfeotiua; unds et gquaelibet pars invenitur esse
propter suum totum. Id igitur quod maxime ocurat Deus in rebus oreatis, est
ordo uniwm;“f’&

In oreating the universe God has given it thie ordimation to Hinmself, itas
efficdent and final cause. All creatures are ordered $u the good of the whole
universe, the intrissde good of the Mﬂrac.ﬁg According $o such an intar~
pratation of the principle of the part and whole, God is the end of the uniw
verse and of ench oresture, and the whole is the universe, not God Himcelf.
4y a predicanental relation, creaturas, including man, are relstsd bo God as to
their ultimate end.

The principle mey also be interpreted as follewa. Uod is the plenitude of
goodnass, the "whole,” and the creatures are deficient likemessea, partioipo-
tions, "parts.” Since the limited good of saoh creature is a participation of
the perfaect good of God, the good of the creature say be oonsidersd as & part
in relstion to God, $he whole. Hence by thie transcendental relation creatures
are related %o God.

The first interpretation of the principle of the whole and part stresses
the actual ordination of the universe and of eagh of its perts %o God, and

ssgcgc ¥ II.I, 6‘“‘

ﬁggﬁﬁ 5.3;‘2" I, 11, BT Iy 2ls 1 ad 33 I, “57' 35 1, 65; 2e
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emphasizes the notion cf final cansality. The second iaterpretation atresses
the pardieipation of cagh cresture in Gcd, the whole and universal Food. ia
bteen sasn, 5%. Thomss notes two causes of love (besiden the conditlon, hkunowe
ledgel: the good and likensss--the one stressing final causnlity end the other
formal causality. In the twe daterpretations of the prineiple of surt and
whole, both of theze causes are ssen to pertain to the creature's love for God.

By showing, through the prineiple of the part and the whole, that God is
the ultimate end t¢ which the entire universe and each of iis parts ere di-
rected, St. Thomns has given the final reason, in the crder of the good, for
the coresture's stronger inglination toward, and love of, Gods The second
interpretation of the prineiple corresponds to the second cmuse of love, likew

ftudo. According to this interpretation, the totalily of Godls
goodnens and the partiality of man's participated likeness in this goodne

require a primary love of the unparticipsted goodness. For without this the
love of the participated good would be inexplicable, as the existence of o
lindted being would be inexplicable without the oxistence of a subsistent being.
in this theory, the good ol the creature is awen to Le the unpartigipatod
totality of gooud rather %ha,a its own partial participated geods

(ne of the most important texts dealing with this doctrine has boen cilted
by Rousselot:

Umumgquodque snten in rebus naturalibus, quod sccundun naw
turan hoo ipsum quod est, alterius est, primcipalius ot
magie lmeclinatur in 14 culus est, yuam in seipsum. St haeo
inclinatio naturalis demonstratur ex his quae natursliter
sguatur: quia umamquodque, siout agitur naturaliter, gic
aptum est agl, ut dieitur in II Physic. [Fhys. 1I, &:
Beleer 199a8-15]. Videmus enim quod paturaliter pars se
exponit, ad conservationss totius: siout manus axponitur
ictul, adsque deliberatione, ad conservationem totius core
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porise. ot quia retic imitatur asturam, huivessedi inelinae
tionen dnvenimus in virtutibus politicis: eat enim virtu-
ozl civis, ut se exponat mortis periculo pro totius rei-
publicse conservatione; ot &l homo esset naturalis pars
hades civitat. ., haeo inclinatio esset ei nsturalis. ula
igitur bonum universale est ipse Deum, et sub hoe hone Cofie
tinetur etiam angelus et homo et ocmnis oreatura, quia canis
ereaturs naturaliter, secundum id quod est, Dei goti asegmitur
guod naturali dilevtione etism mga%%s et homo plus et prine
cipalius diligat Deun quom seipsunm.

5t« Thomns uses his fardlisr examples of the hand and the body, a natural or
substontial whole; and the citizen and the atate, an artifieial or moral whole.
In both cases the good of the individual membor is the common grod of the
a&mla.ﬁl The oreature by its very nature pertains to God: "id qued ont, Del
ooty and Gody the universal good, is eonsidered as the whole of which evary
creature is a participation. Hence the good of the oreature is ordered to the
gocd of Gods

8t Thomas shows that the whole may be considered as the crented universe,
of whish God, ita source and ond, is the cummon good. Here the yhols is rofer-
rod $o as the tutality of creation rather than God. Tha cresture in tiis sose
tends prisarily to the common good of this whole, S0 that love of self la dee
rived from this love of the oomeon good.
Hligere autem Doun super omnia est gquiddem connaturale how
mini; et etiam cuilibet creaturae non sclum rationali, sed
irrationali et etiam inanimates, secundun modum amoris qui
unicuique crecturac cumpetere potest. Culus ratio est guim
unicuiyue saturale est quod appetat et mmet aliquid, secun-
dum guod aptws natue ost esse: sic eninm agit wumquodgue,

prout apbum natum eot, ut dlcitur in I3 %g. {Phye. 11, d;
Bekker 159ai0). HManifeostum est auten guod bonum partis est

&g.g.. I, 60y B ¢e See Rousselet, pe 13; sbove, pi 15.

2500 §oFey TI-11, 58, 5.
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propter bonws totius. Ynde etiam maturali appetitu vel wnore
unagquaeque res particularis amat dboaun suus p@pﬁm‘ nropter
bonum compune totiua universi, quod sst Deus.

Garlier in his carecr, 5t. Thomasz had argued ag follous: overy cresture
tends more strongly to the object which most perfactly raalizes thut crocture's
oun goods. The part finda its goud more pesrfectly in the whole thas in iteelf,
snd thua ths part loves the good of the whole xere strongly than ils own
Timited gocd., Dot men's good 1s found were perfectly in God, the cuuse of &1l
goody than in self. Thorefore man loves God more than self.

Homur: auten illud unusquisque mexime wult salvari quod est
sibl mogis placens; quis hoo est appetitul informato per
ancron magis conforma; hoe autsn est suum bonum. Unde cew
cundur guod bomm aliculus rei ost vel asstimatur sagic bow
aun ipsius amantis, hoo amens magls salvari vuit in ipsa re
amnta, Bonum antem ipsiue amantis magis invenitur ubi pere
foctiug est. ot idec, quia pars quaelibet imperfects est in
soipsa, perfectionem habet in mw toto, ideo etiam naturali
amore poasg plus tendit ad conservationen sul totius quas sul
ipsius. Unde etlsm noturaliter animal opponit brachium ad
defensionen capitis ex quo pendet salus totius. &t inde
o5t etian quod particularss howines seippos morti oxpomant
o eonscrvatione communitatis oulus ipsi sunt pars. ala
ergo bonum nostrum in Dec perfectum est, siout in causa unie
versall prina et perfecta bonorusi, idev bomum in ipsc esuve
magls naturaliter complecet quam in nobis ipsis. Lt idec
etian amorg aricitige naturaliter Deuz ab homime plusz selpso
d1ligitur b3

St. Thomas' use of the principle of the part and the whole gynthosizes
the two notions and the two causes of love. In the netiom of the common pood
are based both the predicamentsl relation of man to God, hia crester and last
end, and the transcandental relation of man to God, the universal and total
gocde ‘The direction of the whole and its parts to God places the reason of

&g‘g" I-11y 1094 3 0« GSee alac &in' Il«1l, 26‘ 3e
65& iiz m‘ng 29. 3 pol. See aloo }_ﬁé ﬁ mi wﬂj S« {*g lact. 5 & 10
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love in the order of the good, of fimal causslity; and the dootrine of Py 2
ticipation explains the likeness between the creature and Ged as o couse of
love. The notion of God as tho common good of the umiverse and ita varts
indicates that God is the ultimate end, impomt of creaturcs and separate
fros the universe; and that ie is immanent to the universe and to aael
croature, with liis goodness participated im by all crestures. Gody the common
good of the universe, is thus the first and principal object of the iove of Hia
ereatures. |

It vugt be noted hers that Aquinas asaigns man a special plece in the
ordination of the universe to iis good. daticnal orestures have a sprivileged
position in the universe because, as natures capable of attaiming God lisself
by knowledge and love, they alone stand in immediate relation to God as their
object. As the last and of the universe is God, whom only raticnal croatures
can attain direotly by knowledge and love, they only are willed by God for
thelr oun sake, and everything else is willed by Him with reference to ﬁm.@
Thus there is in the universe an order and harmony in whioh the lower is sube
ordinated to and serves the higher, all things eontribuie to the porfoction of
the whole, and the whole universe itself exists for the divine perfoction.

Sie gitur et in partibus universi, unaguaeque orsatura est

proptor suum propriun actum et perfestionem. Jscundc sutben,

ereaturae ignobiliores sunt propter nobiliores siocut creaw
turae quae sunt infra hominem, sunt propter hominem., Ul~

6%%.2‘. 1i«i1, 24y 3 ¢« Bee also CaBey 11X, 112, "Sola matura rabionaliis
creata habet immediatum ordinem ad Deum, guia ceterae creaturas non ate
tingunt ad aliquid universale, sed solum ad aliquid particulare participantes
divinas bonitatem vel in escends tantum, sicut inanimata, vel stisn in vivendo
ot cognoscendc singularism, siocut plantae et animalin. Nature auten raticnslis
in quantum cognosoit universales bondi st entis rationen, hebet ltxediatum
ordinen ad universole essendi prime i plum M
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terius amtem, singulae creaturase sunt propter perfectionesm

totioe universi. Ulterius autem, totum universum, cum sine

gulia suis purtibus, ordinatur in Deum sicut in finen, ine

quantum in eis per quandan imitationen divine bonitas repras-

pentatur ad glorian Dei: quamvis creaturae rationales spoti-

ali quoden modo supra hog hobesnt finenm Deus, ggm attingere

poasunt sus operatione, cogncacendo st amando.

“te Thomas later prepests this immediate ordination of man to God, in gpeaiing
of the end of ereaturss. All creatures, he says, have the seme ultimote end,
Gody but thay do not all attain Him in the same way. "Nas bomo ot alice
rationaler creaturse consequuatur ultimus finen cognoscendo et amandc Ueum:
gquod non sompetit aliie crecturis, quae adipiscuntur ultimun fines inquantum
participant aliquen sisilitudinesm Del, secundus quod sunt, vel vivunt, vel atiam|
cosmmt..“%

The notion of the good and of likensss is St. Thomes' explanation of the
innate tendency, the natural appetite, of all creaturea for God, s tondency
rocted in the very nature of their being. Croatures, existing with a linited
degree of perfection, with a potency and immate inclination for further per-
footion, naturslly temd toward other being so proporticned to them as tv be
capable of realizing this perfection. In that such an object is porfegtum it
is perfectivum, and in ac far as it is this it is bomum. But any belng ie
perfactum only in oo far as it participates in God's unlimited porfoction, as
it has a likeness to the divine being and gocdness. Hence in loving eny
ereatod good, the creature loves indirectly and implicitiy the sowrce of all

Mo
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[Ciemia apretunt Deum ut finew, appetendc quodecumgue bomm,

sive appetitu intelligibili, sive sensibili, sive naturali,

qui est eine cognitions: quia nihil habet rationes bonil et o

appetibilis, nisi secundum quod participat Dei similitudinem,. '

[Gimnin, agpetends proprias perfectiones, appetunt ipsuz De-

un, inquantum perfectiones caniur rerup sunt gquaedam similie

tudines divini esse, ut ox dictis patet. st sic eorum guae

Deum appetunt, queedam cognoscunt ipsus gecundum seipouns

gquod est proprium creaturae raticnslis. Jusedam verc cog-

noscunt aliquas participationes suae bonitatis, quod etianm

axtenditur usque od cognitiones sensibilem. uzedam verc

appotitun naturales habent absgue cognitione, utpote inclie

nata ed sucs fines ab alio superiori eogroscente,

In the realw of rational love, as the union through likencss 215 thoe rpvine
eiple of the love for others, the unicn of Zhe subject with hineslf io the
prineivle of his natural love for self snd the basis of his love for others.
Booause of the substantial unity of the subjsot with himself, he naturally
loves himself; but the subject has this unity only by partioipestion, ac thias
self«love 1s further determined and mwasured by some higher prineipls. ilence
the subject will love himeelf only in the proporticn that he loves the unpare
ticipated being which is the prineipie and measure of both the unity of the
subject and of his love of self. As Aquinas has said, “quia omnis crectura
naturaliter secundum 14 quod sat, Del sst, aequitur gquod naturali dilectione
ablam angelus et homo plus et yrincipalive diligat Deum quem se,ipmm.*’ég St.
Thomas teaches that the will is necessarily moved toward the ultimate end of

the subject: “illud sclum bonmum quod eat perfectum et eui unihi]l deficit, est

57§.§£,, I, 84y 4 ad 3. See sleo L., I1I, 2% aud 25.
0., 1, 6, 1 ad 20
69,

‘%‘gﬁ’ I, 6{\)’ 5 6. dee &bﬂ?@, P 82,
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tale bonun quod voluntas non potest non velle: gued sst %aatizada,”7g Ia
spowiang about the aniverse ol orealurss and its ordinstiss to ito end, St.
Thomas stales thal the wlitimate end of this univorss is &ad.?l Tedy belng the
J&ltiw&%@ #nd ¢f all orenturss and the raasen for the goodmezs and appotiddiity
lof any end, 1is lsplicitly scught in any movement of an apgﬂtita.?a Writing on
Cte Thomas® theory of love, Michas) Faraop remarks in this mattor:

Suby 12 1t 4s trus that the unity of the individusl is
the principle of its love of self, and 1f 41t is true that
the subject 1s one cmly by particinstion, then its self-
love ia further determined and measured by some higher pripe
eiple. Therafore the subjfect will love ltself truly enly
in the proportion that it loves mors that being which bow
cauge it 1o sne by itz vory essense is conssquently the maa-
sure and principle of both the unity of the subject and of
its love of 82318 « «

In other words, the prineipzle of the subject®s love of
another is the unicn of similitude or likeneass which exiats
batween lover und belovad. DBut, since umicn is spogified Yy
unity, it is the unity of the subjeot with itself which is
the prismeizle of ite abllity $c de like gomethlong else. Howe
ever, since the subject is being by participation, and asinge
being ond unity ars convertible, it is one only by pertici-
pation. Therefore even its unity is further determined and

POs m., I-I1, 10, 2 6. See alsc S.T., I, 52, 1 and 2.

73,1,y 1-1I, 2, 3 2d 2. 5%. Thomas here is not saying that man %4 merely
part «f the universe, but is referring to the comparisce made in the objsction
hich Le is anewering, "Unlversites sute: creaturerum, ad quss cooporatur
omo b pars zd totum, non est ultismus finls, sed ordinptur in Deum sicut in
ltimun fineu. Unde bonus undversi non est wltimus finig hominis, sed ijse

24

?2mt m.; 22y 2 64 Gee also §agm¢ I, %, b ad 3. it 1%ac, ziout lwus,
propter Loe quod est primum efficlens, agit in ceme sgente, ita yjweptor hoe
uod est ultisua finis, appetitur in cmni fine. Sed oo est appetere ipsum
nlicite."
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measured by that deing which iz one by its very essence.

That is tov say, the subject is one with itself only in the

proportion that it reflects and is meusured by the essential

unity of God. Therefore it loves God for Himself, apd ituelf

for God, and all cthers as referavle to God s

Ageording o St. Thosas, then, because of the relationshi_ of vhole oud
part, san by bis rational will oaturally and nscesssrily loves ucd Japlicitly
mose than he loves his own goud., kven the sinner loves God in this waya?ﬁ
“his love is a love for God above all other things, but so far caly an laplisit
naturel negessary love for God.

The natural love that zman has must be saconded in the gphsre of Guastiocus,
deliverate love. The husan will, as & ratiosal appetite, wust concur with the
domanfis of the caticasl nature of whieh it ds & faculty. Ho raticunl icve, no
seli~icve, can e erropecus in dtself., It can, howsver, be falce in au fur ss
man's pature lacks the Inteprity that is proger to it. 4 person can love with
a false love. That is, in his rational love, hie conscious, delliborats lova,
man gan love crroaspusly--be cun love himself or others, not os the) ars, bat
as he sistehkingly tninks thexm t¢ bde. He can love a good with an Llupropoer evale-
uation of it in the hisrarchy of goada.?s

Furthernors, st. Thomas definitely teaches that man in tho sisis of in-

tegral nature had an ox;licit ast of love of ucd, and of &il creatures betalse

73%10&&01 Jose;h Faraon, G.P., The Metavhysioal and Dayehologicol Sriwmed.
pies of Love (Dubuque, iowa, 1952}, pp. 56-57.

h .
7300 Do talo, 16, 5 ad 1; in I Semt., 5, 2 ad S,

?52,2., ii=ily 234 7 ce M"Hall auten aestimant primeipale in seipeis now
turan sensitivan ot Corporalen, scilicet exteriores hominenm. Unde nom racte
cognoacentss sglpeos, non vare diligunt seipsos, sed diligumt id qucd seipacs
eeae reputant. Dond guten, vere cognoscentes selpscs, vere seipses d&iligumt."




of God.

Unde homo in statu naturae integrae dilectionem suil ipsius

refaerebat ad smore: Dei sicut ad finem, et similiter dilecw

ticnem cmnium aliawun rerum. Bt its Deum diligebat plus

quas geipsua, ot super cenia. Sed in statu naturas corrup-

tae homo ad hoe deficit secundum appetitum voluntatis rae-

tionalis, quas propter corrupticnem naturae sequitur bonum

privatum, nisi sanetur per gratiam Dei. £t ideo dicendum

sst quod homo in statu naturae integrae noan indigebat dono

gratias superadditae naturalibus bonis ad diligendun Deum

naturaliter super omniaj licet indigeret auxilio Dei ad hoo

oum moventias, Sed in statu naturae corruptae 186153;&% homo

etiam ad hoo auxilic gratiae natursm sapantis.?
Zince Ged is thus the object cf a natural tendency, He can alao be the object
of a conscicus act, for “iliud idem quod appetitur appetitu naturali, poteot
appeti appetitu animall cum fuerit apipramnm."” This aot of love of God is
natural to man, and not based on sanctifying grace. 'Super cormumicatione
auten bonorus saturalius nobia a Deo facta fundatur amor naturelis, quo non
sclun hoso in suae integritate naturas super comia diligit Deum et ;lus quanm
selpsun, sed etias gquaslibet creatura suc modo . + . quia unaguaegue pars
naturaiiter plus emet commune bonmum totius quam particulare bonus 1%%1«3.“?8

It is important to remember that the object of love is sush that the
possegalon of 1t will be good for the subject. This does not sean that the
object is good merely because desired, merely because it perfects the lover;
nory a8 hae been seon, does it mean that the good is loved as & mere swang to

the subject's perfection. The object 18 guod in 1tsel? and is loved as sughj

mﬁt?;n' 13«11, 100, 3 ¢.
75,8,y I-11, 30, 3 od L. See alsc §.3., 1, 60, 2 6.
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yot veing goucd, it perfects the subject who possesses it.'?g

Following wpon the explieit knowledge that man has of God thore con be an
axplicit love of God. God can be loved in so far as He 1s inown--whethor with
the wore or leas confusod knowledge common to the unlearned, or whother with
the wore sclentific knowledge acquired by reascoing. Since man can know God
as the sovereign good, his last end, his beatitude, he can love God with a free
aet of love, with o rational explicit voluntary natural love.
This act of love iz a free moral act, an act "according to mm,“%

further, this explicit uct of love is pussible only to rational creatures. The

taxt from Us Veritate already sm&

it idev, siocut Deus, propter hoe quod est primws efficienn,
agit in cone agente, ita propter hog quod est uitimus finis,
appetitur in omne fine., Ued hoc est appetere ipsum Deun
impligite; sio eniz virtus primse causae est in secunda, ut
prinodipla in gonclusionibus; resolvere autes conclusiones

continues:i

79,60y I11, 2h. "Secundum vero quod tendit ad hoo quod sit bonum
tendit in divinan similitudinem; Deo enim ascimilatur aliguid in quantun bopum
ast; bopum autes ho¢ vel 1llud particulare habet guod eit sppetibile, in
quantun est similitudo prisas bonitatis propter hoo igitur tendit in proprium
bonum quia tendit in divinms siamilitudines, et non e converso. Unde pated
quod ompie appetunt divinam simlilitudinem quagi ultisum Linem.™

%Qg Zerf. Vitae Spire, .13, '"Considerandum est aute:, quod Lonum
comumune secundun rectam rationem est bono proprio prasferendum: unie Ul
quasgque pars naturali quodam instinotu ordinatur ad bonum totius. Judus
signum ent, guod aliquis percussioni manum expunit, ut cor wel cuaput conservet,
ex gquibus totiua hominis vita dependet. In praedicta autes communitatas qua
comes homdnes in beatiludinis fine conveniunt, unusquisque homo ut pavs
quaedan econsideratur, bonum autem commune totius est ipse Dous, in yuo
cenius beatitudo cémalstit., 3io igltur secundum rectaa rationes ot noturae
instinctus unuoquisque seipsws in Deun ordipat sicut pars cpdinatur ad
bonun totiue.”

813‘@ ab@\'ﬂ’ De 889




in principia, vel sscundas causes in primzs, ezt tantum vire

tutis rationalis. Unde scla rebiocnalis natura potest segun~

darios fines in ipsw Deun per guasdam viaa resclutionis

ipducere, wt gle ipse Dews sxplielte appetat. Ot zicut in

demonstrativis scientiis non recte sumitur concluslo nisi

par rosclutliopes in prima principla, its gpetitus cresturas

raticoalls non est rectus &%3’& per appetitun smplicitum ipe

sius Del, actu vel habitu.
Han loves God with a free conscious ox;licit love, not because Jod is fur man
tls groutest good which is to be acquired. lan so loves God pregicely because
God's goodmess 13 the very scurce and prineiple for all cther goods, begause
Joi's goodness ls the very reason that other geod things have goodunoss and can
ba loved. To love God in and for Himself is man's propsr operation, his end,
his bighest good. Han's nature requires that he seek his perfection, his cwn
goud; but tuis good is achieved in the aet of the pure love of God. Ht. Thomas
was offered this procise point as an objecticn: by his natural love any person
loves another for his {the lover's) own sake, since every crosture loves some-
thing just in ac far as 1t is a good for himself--a "bonum zibi." To this 5t.
Thopas angwers gulibe decisively that since everycne depends on the good which
is God, in loving hle own good the person loves more the unpartieipated source
of all grod. He does not love God as a greater guod to be asquired for hime
self, the lover, This text has been seen abova: "non enim esset in matura
aslicuius quod amoret Deum, nlsi ex e0 quod unusquodque dependet a bono quod
eat E)ams.“as flera, it 1o remambored, the text states that Cod's guodneus is
the ratic amopis. O5t. Thomas later repeats this thought: "unicuique erit Deus

tota ratic diligeadi ec quod Deus est totum hominis bonuwm: datc enim, per

82& m-‘ 2.3‘ 2 Go
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impossitile, gqucd eus non esset hominis bobum, non esset el ratio &iligm&i.’&k
Hence God's guodness is the ultimate pratio for love of any object, since upe
less God were good, no creature would be good, and so nc creature would be an
cbject of love.

Thus in rational Love the persen realizes that he belongs to God; he
roalizes his exictential ccntext. btienne Gilson says in this regusd: "lo
say that if zan of necessity loves himsel? he cannot love tiod with dislinter~
ested love, is to forget that to love God with disinterssted love is man's true
way of lewving himself. whatever of amour propre he retains, males hin sc far
forth differeant from that love of God which is Godj and all love of oelf for
the sake of self that he abandons, makes him, on the contrar;, like to %du"as

Father Paul Siwek says of any love for ancthor: “itlam in actibus s.d.

lels seu actibus amoris bapevolentiae respectus ad proprium appetentis
bonun non omnd ex parte deest. Nam ut rem quamdem propter ge ipsan sec grakis
amemus, cognosscere debemus . . . saltem implicits hoe: iste res meretur, guae
m e ipsaw 3 nobis ametur. Sed cognoscende hoe, implicite pag
talem amorem esse--gpoetata adaequate natura nostra rationeli--nobilen aoc nos

tem seu mostrum bomwus (appetibﬂ&).”%

All man's acts, then, all his operaticns are directed cof their cwi gponw

nobilitantem seu nobis gogvend

taneity toward the Being that is at the sume time their source s tholr end.

Mét?" II"EI, 2‘6' 15 &d 56

asmimm Gileou, Zhe Spipit of Medieval Philosophy, trans. s.i.C. Jownes
(lisw Yoric, 19%%), p. 285,

86?&%23. »JiW:%,,, gign' 33

wlogle Metaphyeien (Jome, 10487, p. 361,
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The problem was rot how to have z love of dod guperior te all other loves,
but rather how to meke t:is love comscicus, how to mate the perzor fully oware
of himself, of God, and of his proper relation te Jod. This i3 & prodblem of

sducating and drecting love.




CGHAPTSR ¥
EVALUATICH UF ROUSSELOTYS AND G3IGuRYs THESES

So far three expositicns of disintercatsd love have beon studied: firust,
Jderre Aousselot's dpterpretation of the dootrine of St. Thomas; seocudiy,
loudewd. Gedger's criticise of lousselot's interpretation and his own jXecene
tation of the teaching of 46, Thowmas; thirdly, a suwvey of the writings of St.
Thomos himself and o aystematic analysis of his thought as precented in the
toxta. It may already be noted that Rousselot and Geiger, aslthough presenting
different views on seversl points, both offer valuable iusights intc the
thought of 5¢, Thomas and the question of ilove. It now remains to consider the
interprotations of sach and to dstormine the valus and defects of these two
intaerpretations.

Fouaselot's first step in his argumentation is to establish the jrimaey
of self~love. This he does by showing that bsatitude, the perfect good of the
subject, is the universsl and necessary mover of the willi. ience, he says, the
love of self, which has as its object the gucd of the subjeot loving, is the
measure of all other loves and surpasses thes all.‘z‘ To substantiate ¢iis ine
torpretation of Ht. Thomus, Housselot gives a scmewhat cursory reforemce to

gome texts of Agquinas. Grasting that $¢. Thomas does sgpeak of bectitude ss

130@ above, p. 10
81
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pan's last end, Rousselot failas to give the full sxplanation of the nabure of
beatibude and that of the proper good of the subject. As M@ar points out,
and ac is seen in the teaching of 3t. Thomas, man's ultimate end ip not a good
which 1s to be acquired, but precisely a pure love of the Absclute Good. hat
the will tends ¢t¢ is indeed the good of the subject, but it is nct becouse it
in the guod of the subject that the will tends to it. 4o has becn ceen above,>
the will tendas by a macvesgity of its nature to the good and porfection of the
porson, and cannct tend to the contrary.” But there is no question here of
maliing the subjective guod of the person the ultimate object of the will,
Such a pogition is explicitly rejected by St. ﬁmm‘“ k¥hat is stated is that

there will glvays be & relation of gonven in between the good of the person

and the external cbject of the will's act.” Therefore the toxt oited by
Roussslot, "linde sicut unitas est principium unionle, ita agor quo quis diligit
seipeun, ¢st forma et radix amicitiae: in hoo enim amicitiz: habemus ad alios,

6 wmust be underutood in the

quod ad e08 pos habemus siout ad nosmetipscs,”
iight of the full doctrine of 5t. Thomas. According to Aquinss, this foundaw

tion of love of others oi love of self pertains only to love for other crooe

a%t 97-'59‘
'3309 gvﬁw’ III, 109,
"‘g.?_.. 1-11, 24 7 ¢ and ad 2.

5&:&9 sighis note that in his esrlier works 5t. Thomes defince the go-od as

'1.- X Ok Ted WA sy 24y 1 ¢) and later as m;;ly W {a;of}?.' Iy 5 1 ¢
¢ % eci. it atf remalns that the object of the will must contribute to the

g@rfa@tim of the peraon, oven though this does not mean that the pgood ia
merely a perfectivup.

6&62‘. 124‘12’ 2:'}; 4 Ce  H00 abGVﬁ; I 10.
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tures. OSt. Thomas olearly says here that this does not pertain to our love
for Gods? In the following questiom® St. Thomas states: “Super commnications
auten bonurum nsturalium nobis s Deo facta fundatur amer naturalls, quo
hotst « « » in sune integritate naturae super cwnia diliglt Deum et plus gquam
oeipsus.” The interpretation of this caanot be Rousselot's roduction of God
to the subject's ponusm propriym. 4s Gelger mtm.g such an extemsiui cf nen's
love for his own good ¢o inglude God's good would be possible but would not be
o disintereeted love.

Rousaelet appeals o the congept of unity as the fundamental ywinoiple of
love, snd interprets this unity acocording tc St. Themas® primeiple of the part
and whole. Han, being a "part” of God, naturally loves God, the ‘whole," wore
than his own individusl unity., Rousselot puts such emphasis on unity to dife
farentiate clearly this physical love from the ocatatie love, wno of uicse
opssntial echaracteristics is a radical dualiam of subject and object: "la
pluralité, ou tout au mcins la dunlité, y est presentée comme un dldment

essentis)l ot ndoessaire du parfait amour "0

In songidering unity aloost ex-
clugively as the basis of love, Rousselot sesms tc negleot the exylieit

dootrineg of S5t. Thopas that the good and likensus are the propor causes of love.
What Rousselot says of undty as the cause of love is to be comploted by the

notion of gimilitudo, of likeness. St. Thomas clearly speaks of an ynic glmile

?35” above, ppe 4950,
83*?30‘ IZ‘XIQ 26‘ 3 O

-

93% above, p. 2.

100usse10t, p. 58.




34

u The twe noblons muot Le

itudipls, not mere unity, as the basis of love.
considered together, H.-D, Simonin notes this importunoe of the concert of
uity, and inadsts on lts compledtion by the concert of likenoss.

Il a5t impossidle de mieux mettre en rolief le ;rincipe
de 1'unité, comme canae de l'amour que ne Ll'a fait le .
“ousselot dans son axcellemte dtude pour 1'histocire du
oroblime de l'amour. I fait, de oe principe de 1'unitd,
ia que ropre de la sclution thomiote ot le point cene
tral qui rend raison de tout le problime. Auassi, suffirait-
il de venvoyer 3 ces s devermes classigues, si leur ou~
teur, tout entier dominé par som intuition mdtaphysique,
s'avait quelque pou nfglizé la question de la aimilitude.
U2 11 semble que, sans porter atteinte 3 la aynthdse wé-
oentde por lo P. Rousselot, on puisse, et méme l'on doive
¥ fairs intervenir cstte notion essentielle.lZ

Gependant, cet anour du sujet oréé pour lui-mdme n'est pas
le fondement ultime ot dernmier de 1'amour créé. Cet 8tre
que le sujst aime en lui ne dit pas identiquesment ce gu'il
ent. Seul Dieu, Etre Premier, ldentique 3 son essence,
s'aine lui-mlme d'un asour absolu et premier. Tout Stre
créé n'existe, tout 8tre ordé n'est ben que dans la mesure
ol 11 dépend et se rappzoche de l'itre Iserédd, Source de
son 8tre limitéd ot Terme 11limitéd de ses désirs. L'Otre
qu*il aime en lui-mlme est une similitude de 1'itre Promisrs
en s'aimant luni-plme, zslon la loi de toutes choses, clest,
métashyeiquenant parlant, 1'Stre Incréé qu'il aime et vers
lonuel i1 se norte d'un élnn premier, bien supdrieur A
celui qui le porte vers luj-mfme: 1'Etre Premier est rdgle
de son smour comme 1l est mesura de son 8tre et de oo bontéd.
54 1'8tre oréé est semblable A lui-sbme, s'il est un en
lui-plme, i1 ne 1'est pas d'une fagon absolue, il ne 1'est
qu'en tant qutil est, c'est-d-dire en tant qu'il est sen-
blable A 1':tre Pormior et uni avec iui.l3

In sstablishing the prineiple of unity as the fundamental vyinciple of

n’%ﬁ_’g" 1"‘:{}' 3{;, B; X"‘I},' 8&3; 1 ad 2'
‘w"ﬁ. «l. Slmonin, U.P., “iutour de la Scluticn Thomiate du irobld;e de
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love, however, Rousselot wishes to fres this concept of unity fron that of op
agoistic and olosed unity of the iadividual., Rousselot points the way to a
theory of the opemmess of the person. S5t. Thomas "détrutsalt 1*illusicu de

1*individu ‘olos. '™

liowsver, Simonin believes that llouasselot has exagperated
his criticism of the individual. ¥On peut pemser que le F. Housselot a guelque
peu exagéré sa critique de la notion de 1l'individu, mais 11 a porfaiteunent
roison de roamener le probldme de 1l'amour 3 celui de 1'un et du multiple qui
reste, depuis Platon, le grond probldme philosophique." &till, Rousselot
doos stress the fact that a limiting egoism is not a truly satural tendenoy,
that the notion of paturs QUrys in gel
Sousselot goss beyond the restricting nction of individual unity and enpho-

paa 48 not a principle of St. Thomas.

gizes the notion that evary creaturs belonge to another: "hoe ipoun quod eat,
alterius aaﬁ.“m He eplarges the notion of the part and wihcle to include that
of participation.

The ewpbasisz that Rousselot places upon this pringiple, howsver, gopogw
ially as presented in $.Zey Iy 60y 5, and his interpretation that the eubjeot
loves prineipally the good on whioh it totally depends, seens to muko man's
love for God too self-centered. .loussalot's expoaition hore is at least less
complete than would be dealred for the cemtral part of his thesls. A proper
distinction is not made between the varicus instances of part-whole reiation-
shipawethe hand and tho body, the citlzen and the atate, the individual and the

¥ sassslot, pe 3.
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speties, man and God. Thoere can be no doubt that St. Thowas uses the principle
of the part and the whole in this problem, but his precise meaning is not easmy
to disoover. Certainly a single text is insufficient for an understanding of
tis thought. It does seen certaln that Zousselot has avoided the danger of
pantheisn, which would follow from an interpretation of this priseiple that is
too literal. Some pregisicns must be made with regard to the precise, exact
peaning intended by igquinaa.

It may be sald hsre that the theory of the part and wiole as used by
liousselot is very much open to criticims. The examples of the hand and budy
and of the citizen and the state tend to be misleading., It is true that these
are the examples used by St. Thomas., Unfortunately, Rocusselot bases his
position too much on the few texuts employing thess illustrations, and neglects
the btroader context of 3t. Thomas' teaching. As hos boen seen, lousselct has
to twist the motion of the whole. In the whole whieh is the body, the menber
part must eot as a part of the whole organiss if the body and the member are
te remain healthy. In fact, it is not the hand which sacrifices itsolf to
protect the head, but rather the man, who has both head and hands, whioch sacri-
fiocs the member. The citizen is a part of the state, but a morsl pert, not a
physical part as in the previous case. HMan has a certain relation to the com-
sunity, but he is not & mere subordinate part. The theory that he is, ia pre-
cisely the baals of the modern totalitarian state., These ilmages wre illusire-
tions, and unfortunastely have no direct application to the relation which
exista between Uod and man. M. C. D'Arey would aimply reject this argument of
5%. Thomas.

This defectivensss in the comparison would be unimportant if the
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comparison were nct the haasls of the argument; but here the
argoment pnine all its force frow the compariscn. we want
to inow how & moan who is by nature bound to love himself can
alsc love Uod more than himself., If it can be shown that in
loving himself truly he is, in fact, loving God more than
hinmself, then the difficulty is answered. The problem is how
can this happec when all apyesrances are against it. It.
Thomas peys: "look at an orpgandss end you will see that there
& part iz nothing but a part or mewber of the whele, and there~
fore in truly loving ituelf it is loving not ltself indepon~
dently of the whols but the whcle to which the part belongo
utterly.” But if one objects and says, "I am not on all fouwrs
with a part: I have an independent existence which can nover
be reduced to being Just the part of something elso:” then the
snswer has broken down, and the difficulty remains.i?
dousselot erre in presenting as identical the relation of individusl ond
apegiss and that of oreatures and Godw-that just as the individusl loves the

gpatiss more than itazelf, so the creature loves God more than iteelf. The

itoelf. The species is u mere formal totality of perfection, an abstract unie
versal existing enly in concrete individusls, existing by a composition of the
form and matter, and having no existence outeide the individuals. God, on the
other hand, is the subsistent totality of perfection, of whioh the creature is
a deficient likeness, & partiecipation. Hence it is idle to speall of love for
the specisn, aince the spedies as such does not exist in the resl ordor. Hor
would a creature love the totality of individual members cf the specioss more
than 1toelf, since in the line of formality the aspecific determinetion is
realized totally in cach individual; there is formally no pore escential jode
fection in the collecticn of individuals of a species than in any aingle one
token separately. God, however, being the ontological totality of perfection

75 ATey,s pps 106107,
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participated in by the individual, is ioved implicitly when the creabure loves
itself. 7. Housselot would have done better t¢ make g sore preclise distinction
between the various kiands of totalities. He teuds to speal ze if logloul wholes)
and ontologleal wholes, physical wholes and moral wholesy are all to be gone
sidered se on an equal fouting.

Certainly St. Thonas rescgnises that the relation of part snd whole does
not apply in the come way to the hand acd the body, the man and the stale, the
individual and the specico, and the person and God. In the pascage alroady
singled wtm 8t. Thomas otatss that all oreatures, by all thait they &, pore
tain to Geds But they do oo in different wvays. Agquinas' full thought ghows
that they achieve thelr likeness to God, thelr assimilation with fim, in dife
fevent waya: "divinar bovitatem unaguaeque res imitetur secundus mm&m."w
Thoy have different grodos of being, and different relations of purt to whole.
The notion of part and whole muat be taken analogounsly, lest man, ordersd di-
roatly $éo God, be conmidered on the same plane with other oreatures, orderod to
the harwony of the universe, Creatures will seek the unparticipated good
wather than thelzr own participated good, but they will do so preclsely in the
way that they are ordersd to the good. Speaking of the pringipie of the part
and whole, Nidoncelle remarkas: "L'idfe est profonde, mais elle me distingue
pas sulfisament lea relations de nature et leo relaticns des personnes. Il
en pdsuite un cartain msalaise ot L'analyse garde un charactdre insomylet: elle
nous lalsae peut-8tre en degh d'Aristots, ot sfirement de salint Thomas, tout en

wﬁ*ﬁu 1, 604 5 @6
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len m&amt."% Am gresatures exist, suv are they ordered tc their lust end,
and oo do they tend to it, Unlike all subehuman ereatures, man hos o drect
ordination tc God based on o unity or upion cof likenesas.

Housoeliot asys thot the port loves the good of the whole for the onke of
the whole, and that it does so with a dlsinterested love, finding in that gocd
of the whole its own good. He thus bssez this love on self-love, agcording teo
tha physienl ocncept of love. He is not clesr with regard to his solion of the
part finding its own good in the good of the whole, and leavss the matier open
to the interpretation that the part loves the good of the whole becaune it is
itz own good. Gelger notes this and rightly remarks that in guch a cuse there
is either &lainterested love or else love ascording to the phyeical dheory, but
not w:ﬂ Howaver, cs has been chsorved, Rousselot docs not almoly reduce
God to o form of my gued. lle rathor opens the individusi and expemds his good
o 2 gomplolely conprohensive good, sc that the individual secks his oun good
in and wit: the goud of the vhole. But it is the identification of the good of
the part with the good of the whole which he mekes that opens the way to real
ombiguity 4n his theory, regnrdless of which of the twe goods he reduces to the
othar.

Ztienne Gdllson alse rejects an upderstanding of the part and whole which
would be too literal. Bocsuse of his failure ¢o clarify campletaly Lis doow
trina, Jouscelot hos lelt himself open to eriticism: “whad hos nmade 1t easy to

oo setray here is the commom eonlenmporary abuse of what, ovigineily, was a pere
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metaphory the firat step in a mamuductic, too often taken in a distrossingly
iteral way.**& Giloon criticises the cver-simplification of undersianding the
eoncopt of part and whole with toc close & couperiscn of the worious $ypos of
vart and whole relations. i oomaento repoat the criticisr exprecsod Ly olher
aunthora.

It i3 s81il) true €0 cay that God is the universal Good under which
all partioulaor goods are gontained, but the relation of dependonce
in vhioh wan stande to God is no longer that of a pert do iis wholo.
God is not a whole of which man is a part; man is not a part of which
God 1s the wholeg the universsl here ia guestion smbraces the pur-
tieular in quite ancther manner than that in which the body contadns
the hand that awposes dlself for its defemse, and, as & nocessary
consequence, the love Ly whioh man naturslly loves God more than
himsel? is very different from the mere brute instinct thatl poves

tho hand to protect the body; and it differs even from the rational
process vhieh rrompte the eitisen to ssorifice himoelf for tho city.
Vould we know in what thiz love conalste we must first of all ascer-
tain in vhat sense it is true %o say that God is the Munivercsl” good
of which man is the particulsr case.r

Gelger dendes any value at all in the prineiple of the part and whole,
begansa, be saysy it doos not offer anything formally to the discuusion of
lmw.‘% and although the ;wringiple "peut tempérer 1'égocentrisme constitutif
de l'appétit naturel dans l'univers aristotélicien, elle ne pout le
supprimer.">? lowever, 1t wust be noted that the principle, with its notion
of the common good, cvonbains the two aspects of final camsallty end foamel
caunsallty--the good and similitude, the two couses of love indicated by 5t.

“homas. The notion of God as the oommon good of the univaerse and of iis parts
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ghows thuat God is the last end and that his gucdoees 18 pactieipated in by all
creotures. This concept embraces both the pradicamental relation of man to %d’f
nis pource and ultimate end, and the transcendental relation of van to Gody the
universal and unparticipated plenitude of gocdness. Thus God as the gommson
good of the universe is the first and priancipel object of the love of each of
his creatures, agpording to the way in which eash oreature eziuts and loves.

Gedger cbserves that Housselot treats with apparent univecity such notions
ui sppetite, love, and gwé.aﬁ Again, dousselot's failure to make preclse dige
tinctions leads to difficultics in aoccepting his thesis. Although the moral
order is based upon the natural order, and although the human will roots on the
basis of a natural appetite, yot the will operates on the paychological lavel
and deteruines its own aotiona. This power of self-detormination depends on the
primary satural ordinmaticn ¢o an ultimate end. 7This end is pursusd in the man~
ner appropriate to an intsllectusl beding, by reason and rativoal will. There
is no question of a failure of 3t. Thomas to distinguish between the moral and
the yhyaioal levels, or to equate psychological with ontological fimality.
Therefore, in sonsidering the nature of man's love une must remember the speo~
ific nature of the moral order. Housseleot geems to have failed in this matier,
and st the most he gives a genersl analysis of appetite,>! without presenting
the proper characteristics of the rational appstite. In the sase way, he nog-
lects to glve a satisfactory explanation of the notion of the good. Han's end

is given as heatitudc and bhonum W‘% and the good is described simply

268@9 abave, pe 23
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28 "1d quod umnia de&&dwant.“zg With thie foundation it is easy to consider
3od, even whan loved as hoving a greater unity with the person loving than that
peraon has with himself, as some kind of gocd fo be acquirad.m Gelger polnts
out the gemeral prineiple of Rousselot's interpretation of 3%. Thomas: “tous
les phénomdnes d'amcur dtant pour lui [5t. Thomas] 1l'expression d'une méme
réalité naturelle (la voiontd, 1'appdtit), il faut nécessairement leur trouver
un fond commun réel st permanentt il y a un objet unique ot spdoifique de
l’w-”m Henoe Geiger notes that Rousselot's physical concept of love
“prepose dono en dernidre analyse sur un monisme implicite de la nuture ot Jda
1appdtit naturel.">

It muat be said in this regard, however, that Housselot does muie a diow
tinction between naturnl appetite snd rationmal appetite in man.”~ Althcugh
this doos not zave Noumselot's applieation of the part and whole, it does show
that Rousselot distinguishee man from the rest of nature. Furthormore, his
general discusgion of appetite and love is not to be coapletely rejected, as
Geiger would have it; for it presents the universal law of nature and of
pature®s primary love for God. In this universal law all ereaturcs, including
pan, participate, although in an analogous way. In his use of this prineiple,
5t. Thomas applies it to all creatures and their different types of love, and

1m4., 10.
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thereby does show thot the natursl love for lod above all else porteins to all
creatures and all love. 3%. Thomas shows that the physical order reflacta
man's woral order: “imelinatic enim natursiie in his quae sunt mine ratione,
deoonstrat inclinationem naturalem inm voluntate intellectualis mmm"%
Indeed, for man, to love Uod implicitly is not only pesaible bul naturally
necesaary. God, because He is the ultimate end, is sought for in every partic-
ular ende”’ The will, ut patura gusedam, maturally and mecsssarily loves God,
itz ultinate end, antecedently and more atrongly than any particular anﬁc%

Rousselot's use of the prinoizle of the part and whoele doos, howover,
suffor frop the lack of distinotion already seen; and although he gives &
sepesrel anaslysis of loeve, he failas to indloate the specific nature of rutional
love. As hos been observed, Acusselot's use of the good allows an inlerpre-
tation soccording to which, in the csoe of the relation ¢f man to God, the good
of the whole ip & good to bo aoquired by the part. Geiger roctifiocs thip
notion and indicntes that nan must love God, ¢n Whowm he depands, not becouss
man depends on God in order to attain his own good, but becsuse God io the
supresne perfection, the source and end of all good and love. 5t. Thomas notes
that the part and the whole here sre not to be gompared as if they vove of the
some spegies or oven genus. The case at hand is a relation of the findte to
the infinite. "[Klom dicitur sase similitudo croaturac ad Deunm propter Ocle
municantion in forma seoundus eandem rationen generis et speciei: aed secoundum
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analopgiam tantum; prout seilicet Deus est ens per ¢osentisr, et alie nep
garttaipatianam.“ﬁ? Geiger in fact says: “Le P. Houaeslot o bier signalé
ltimpertsnce de ce thime do lau partieipation., Mais il a omis de lenly comple
do l'analogie de l'appétit qui seule permct d'en exploiter tout le eontemm
dﬁcwﬁ.ml.“zﬁ The love of man ax a partieipation in God's infinite pocdness
wlll Le sxplained as a rocogniticn and love of the fullmess of ‘hacinte Good dn
Gody loved for its own soke. Man's love sunet ultimately be exslodned as a
seeking for a fuller form of uis own good, to be made his aeguisition in any
Wo.Y s

Gedger's oun exposition of raticnal love senters on throe pwinciyles,
proparties of rational love ¢casaquent upon itsintellectual nature: objscitive
ity, vactitude or truth, and tho disinterested character. He suomarizes hia
own doctrines

fn résumé i1 faut donc dire gue l'amour spirituel est

tonjours objectif sous peine de ne pas 8tre un amour spdoifid

par la oconnsissance lntellectuelle, ce gui est sz nature m@me.

Il porte done tonjours sur le bien en lui-m8me, quel gue soit

le mode de ce blen. Cet amour objectlf st en méme temps

vrai quond il est ordonnd, c'est-A-dire s'il respecte, dans

la qualité de son mouvement vers le bien, lo poids, le nome

tre ot la mesure qui régissent et de quelque manidre d8fi-

nisse le blen. et amour objsctif peut 8tre ddsintéresst at

vrai quand il se trouve en présence d'un bien vraiment abe

solue I1 zove désintdressé mais 1118gitize quand i1 frige

abusivement en bion sbsolu soit un bien utile svit guelque

bien qui par neture devrait demeurer subordonné d d'autres
biens. S
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Gelger states that it is the vbjective character of ralicnal iove wiich pakea
vosnible the love for God in Himself and for Himself, a lova completely Gif-
faront from that naturol appetite by wbioch all crestures are seld to love Jod
in lowing thedr own good. Gelger rejects the iuplication latent in .wusselot's
exposition that God ls to be understood in terms of a aind of good which is to
e aoyuired by wan as his last end or bopum perfectuw, & notion wrising from
Acusselot's almplified treatuent of participation and his inadeguste discusaion
of appetite. "Cop lo bien de Dieu et le bien de 1'hcawe ne sont pos deux
choses qu'il fawdrait ldemtifier matériellement, plus cu moins intimement, pour
Gke l'homme puisse naturelisment aimer le bien de Dieu plus gue le slen. Le
blen naturel de l'homse c'est Jjustement l'amcur du bien selon i'ordre de la

varité du hiea."%

Thus, a3 Gelger notes, human reascn can know and judge the
nature of the good, and the will can love the good as suech, in itoslf., Love is
& respobse to the guod of the object, and when following the order of right
recson iove wili be in accord with the hierarchy of goods. In esphasizing the

“opder of trath in m.“la‘

Geiger notes the ordination in the willi's activity,
in the pature ¢f the rational appetite itself, corresponding to $he hierarchy
of goods and enda ian the universa.

42 view of the doctrine of 5%. Thomas and the dsfesia in wousselict's pre-
sentation of that doctrine, it is negessary to agree with Geiger in his remarka

H
on Housselob's use of cerbaln texts of 3t. ‘?homaa.‘a Gelger shows that, oone
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trary to the apparent meaning of Avusselot's interpretation, God is to be loved
by man, not because le is man's good, but because as the Absvlute Uood iie is
the very reason for all good and all 10".“3

Gelger stresses the nct of rational love as being the porfection of the
person. 7The object of the will is the good, and the zgt of the will with re-
gard to its object is the good of the person loving. Heace, he says, the
rational love of God, love that is objective and true as the absoluie responee
to the absclute gvod, is disinterested; and this act of love for God above all

olse is the good, the perfection, of the subject. "Il n'y a en vérité qu'ua

notre perfection et nous eomjoint A notre vral fin, A qui 1l suffit d*€tre ce
gu'il est, pour O8tre en mlme temps notre parfaetian.“%

Gedger proceeds to suy that we are able to love this act of pure love of
God with a benevoleat lnn.% guoting St. Thomas, he says that we ave able to
know that our love is a good, and that therefore we are able to love it as a
good in itself, Here P. Geiger is not in accord with his master. It would be
a metaphysical anomaly ¢o have a direct love of benevolance for an entity that
is only an operation and an agcidental perfection of the substance. Jccording

b6

to his distincticns of bhenevolent love and comcupiscent love, Gi. Thomas
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would have to say that this love of our love for God is definitely o desire.
In the text quoted by Geiger he says exactly that. The text reads ln part:
“"Por smicitiam autes amatur aliquid dupliciter. Uno modo, siout ipse anmicus ad
quen amicitisn habemus et cul bona velumus. Alic modo, sieut bonum guod smice
volumus. ¢ hoe modo garitas per caritatem smatur, et non primo, quis ceritas
est 1illud bonum quod optamus omnibus quos ex caritate diligimus., Bt cadem
ratio est de beatitudine ot de aliis virtutibus."'’ St. Thomas cleorly states
that our love for charity is one of concupiscence or desire, basing his dise
tinction upon the double tendescy iuplied in the motion of love: yells bonum
sutout.

Johann remarks in this regards

Take, however, the nman who is actively orientated t¢ what is renily

sbeclute, to Subslstent Flemitude precisely as transcending the bounds

of nature. Here the operations are indeed deasired for the subject as

perfective; yat, since the subject does not love merely hinself in

the exolusiveness of his nature, but sees his own ultimate good in

the proper subsistence of Another, the operations themselves are more

profoundly desired as the means of adhering to and communing with

that Other. The direct love that animates the deaire is more proe-

foundly o love of that Other, to whon whatever is perd ve of the

subjoct is, topether with the subjact, actively ordered.™”

Hoth Housselot and Gelger explain man's disinterested love for God cn the
grounds that man sces that i€ there is anything in hisg own being vhich is
lovable and which he does indeed love, it is present in God perfectly. ence

he recognizes and loves the infinite good more than his own limited finite good.

Wﬁnz‘ay }Iﬂxz; 35‘ 2 Ge
haa m“ 7 G 3See ﬁbﬂv‘; P 63.

%%ﬁabert C. Johanm, SeJ., The Heaning of love (¥estminstor, HMaryland, 1959
Do *
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The point of disagreement between the two ccumentstors is mainly the nature of
the reletion of this value present in man god tiis vaive present iz God.
Bousgelot touches on the key comncepts of unity, pert and whole, and God as the
common end of the universe; but he fails t¢ devalope the full value of these
notiong.

In apite of the criticisms which muat be made of Rouassslob's study on love,
he has, as has been sesn, brought up mattera of fundamentsl importance. He has
given only the outline of his interpretation of &t. Thomas, and as & rocult
there remaine a certain lack of clarity in his exposition and o consoquent
doubt with regard to the full and exact meaning of some of his statemenis. In
his eoritique of Sonaselod, Ceiger offers an cbservation which is of interest
here: “On sait que la mort sur le champ de bataills des Sparges a srraché
grématurdment le ©. Rousselot A son labeur intellectuel. Un aime X jenser
qu'il n'auralt pos menqué, sl la possidilité lul en avalt §t& accordde, de
préciser lul-mbue ot de mettre au point sa penede touchante ve thime de 1'umour
dfsintéressd ot du sacrifice de soi, dont 11 a wontrd, de la seule canidre
indisecutable, gu'il portait en son coeur 1'authentique réalitd "o

svon the eritico of Rousselot, however, have been charged with failing im
their analyses of love, These suthors, together with their master, 5t. Thomas,

Fgeiger, pe 29, 0. 5. A fow years after the publication of kis theuis,
¥P. Housselot did give another, although brief, definition of rure love:
"L'acte d'amour pur, selon mol, n'exige essentisllement qu'on Scarte auoun
wotif lmmttu. wnaia mlmnt qn‘on les veuille tous finalapent ar bonum
Dei, gostyum. Mettre & lz bose de tout notre bien, rapporter
Jieu m, aarai snmu. Hais vouleir scn propre bien, temporel ou
dternel, Wg bopun Dei, c'ost amour pur.” (letter of May 1%, 1924, to M.
lo Chanoins Tiberghien, quoted in &lie Marty, Le Démoignage de iforre louns
UtJo' fmg }.9130‘ P 206}-

il




are oriticized because of their “objectification of the exlstential, >t
"Even the recemt atudy cf P, Geiger, whichk offers an excellont sritisis of
Rousselot's position and pepetreting insighte into thet of 5t. Thomes, is
deficient on this score. The whole explanaticn of love is apvponthed Prom the
outaide. Lover and belovsd are objectified and anslyzed as abstesctions. snd
the charm: and mystory of personal communion as wall as its most profound netae
shysical implications are sacrificed to & study of appetite and its various
types of wﬁm&ic&.”ﬁa The approach to being suggested here is that of
"interiority,” an approach that seeks to free metaphysics from the realm of
essences and abstract comcepts. This approsch seeks a full investigation of
all being, the moat important level of which is that of the person, the subject,
the "I.* It seeks to grasp being in its absoluteness, by & sort of interior
presence to itself,

Hence the insistence of contemporary thimkers on this experience as

ogoupying a privileged place in metaphysics. The intoriority of

conagiousness firud reveals to us what it moans really to exiast.

it presents being not os a flattemed image or an impemetrable hlock

seen only frou the outside, dbut in all ite inner warmth, depti and

myntery., Through the direct, insediate and concrete conscisusness

of the self we first contact baing as absolute, a walus inm and for

itoolf, a deep sonter and source of initiative, an emergy that poses

itsel? and can, through a process of transcendentalization, be

understood as founding the reality of all that is. This is the
experience of being as gubject or gubjectivity.53

“his approach seeks to resognize the object of love as an inccomunicable
and irreducible sovereign self, and yet maintain the cosmunity in being which

515“ Johann, ppe 310,

EQI_M' v P 7.
)

*y P 7
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is the compmnion of love. It seeks to save the interiority and ecstosy of love,
Based on the community of likemess im exictence, of beipge in Zeing, tho cre-
ative presanca of the Absclute, the communion of love is seen fo accomplish
the union sod eonsummcte the participation of beings in Helang wideh is both its
foundation and its goal. This approacn, demanded by Johann and othera for an
adequate analywia of love, claima tc be a fuller interpretatict of ‘ouincs then
either ousselot or Geiger offered.

[his approach tc love, is found in the wetaphysica of purtieipation

vhieh is the glory of 3t. Thomas, and in an analysic of the sssential

vpenness of pecrsopalify--that is, the pessibility of persons S ostobe

ligh between themselves & relation of reciprocity, and the fzot that

ench one, in existing for amothsr, deepens and fortifies his cun proper

exjutence « « « o If my love has an smbition, it is $¢ render nim

{the other; infinitely lovable; its ome goal, his total flowsring in

axiotence. If I an enriched by hie goodness, and I ar more thon words

can deacribe, it is precisely because somshow I attain it in itoolf

as unique + » « o Thus, finally, although there is indeed distinction

and duality, there is no radical exclusiveasss or extericrity. oz,

although my good in the other is found outside the limits of iy woper

nature, it is not outside the iotimacy of that value that I lowe in

myoelf, the creative presence of God,
12 15 4ifficult to see what essential addition this new approsch has mode to M
traditionnl docteins of 5t. Thomas. It is also difficult to gee the value or
validity of such an approasch, vhich proposes t¢ explain love without & nore
fully exploitad and deepsr philoscphicnl dependence on the prineizle of aoct and
poteney and on participation. 4 further discussion of this pesition i beyond
the scope of this paper, but the matter shows that the question of love vemains
2 vital cne yei for phillosophers.

“his question of love, mince the days of classicel Ureece one of the peren-

pial problems of the philoscphera, has cut across many svess of philosophy. It
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has resghed into the nature of the geod, the ordinsticn of ereatunres to Jod
in the universs, the meaning snd desting of mon, ihe concept wven of bedng, and

ultimately the very aporozeh to philosophy itself.
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