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ABSTRACT

This paper seeks to defuse two claims. On the one hand, I confront the Hildebrandian claim that Thomism, by placing the principium of love in the needs and desires of the lover rather than in the beloved, denies the possibility of transcendent love; on the other, I seek to refute the Thomistic objection that Hildebrand lacks a sufficient understanding of nature and its inherent teleology. In order to accomplish this, a distinction must be made between different kinds of principium or “for-its-own-sakeness.” Using St. Thomas’ theory of friendship-love, I show how every affective movement in fact has two fundamentally different principia: an “end-desired,” and an “end-for-whom” the former is desired. I next note that “value” and “bonum honestum” each encompass both of these types of “worthiness,” and that the failure to distinguish between these two has led to much of the misunderstanding between Thomists and Hildebrandians: for while the latter sometimes seem to include inanimate objects like sunsets under the higher “worthiness” (as “ends-for-whom”), the former often tend to classify even the beloved under the lower “worthiness” (as a mere “end-desired”), which are both untenable positions. It is shown, however, that for St. Thomas it is the higher, more ultimate sense of “worthiness” that is the foundation of friendship-love, and that thus love remains a truly “transcendent” or “ecstatic” phenomenon. Two objections are then addressed: 1) St. Thomas’ claim that substantial unity is the greatest cause of love, and 2) his claim that man’s primary end is Vision. In both these respects I argue that Aquinas’ position needs correction; still I maintain that neither claim should be taken to imply that, for Aquinas, man is his own center, his own chief “end-for-whom.” Finally, while Hildebrand emphatically denies that natural teleology can explain man’s transcendence (a Thomistic position), this denial seems to flow simply from confusing two ways in which “nature” can be invoked as an explanation: where he sees it invoked as the final cause, Thomists actually invoke it as simply the formal cause of our love for our true Final Cause.

Perhaps one of the most beautiful and central aspects of love that Hildebrand brings out in The Nature of Love is the aspect of “transcendence”: the aspect of self-forgetful gift that ensues from being focused entirely on the beauty of the beloved. Though no altruist (the delicate balance between transcendent self-gift and one’s personal happiness or Eigenleben, and their inextricable interweaving and interdependence, are among the book’s main themes), Hildebrand is nonetheless very clear that the transcendent value-response must always be the primary element. The great intellectual sin here would be to reduce love to an “immanent striving” or “appetitus.”

Now, this might seem to put Hildebrand in conflict with the Thomistic tradition, inasmuch as that tradition holds it as axiomatic that every nature (including rational nature) necessarily strives for its own perfection and flourishing, and indeed pursues all its ends precisely under this aspect of “happiness.” Is this not the very reduction to “immanent striving” that Hildebrand condemns so forcefully? To reconcile this apparent contradiction would require two things. On the one hand, one would have to show 1) that the Thomistic theory of bonum does indeed have a concept equivalent to that of Hildebrandian value, which 2) would be carefully distinguished from the Hildebrandian “beneficial good,” and which 3) would play the primary (though not sole) role in true friendship and spousal love; on the other hand, one would have to show that Hildebrand’s theory is compatible with the teleology of Thomistic nature. This is the reconciliation toward which I hope to sketch a path.
As a preliminary, we must observe that Hildebrand’s term “happiness” does not actually correspond to St. Thomas’ beatitudo, but rather to his delectatio; it is consistently used to mean not the actual attainment of the good-for-me, but rather the experience of bliss that follows necessarily thereupon.
 This is important, because Thomists agree with Hildebrand that “happiness,” in this sense of delectatio, must be essentially secondary.
 Nonetheless, the real difficulty, as John Crosby has pointed out, is for the Thomist to additionally show that his system is not limited to the “beneficial good” either but also has a place for “the good in itself.”
 In other words, for Hildebrand the principium of our value-response can be neither delectatio nor our self-perfection; rather, the essence of value is precisely that the principium of our inclination towards it is always its own intrinsic importance. This is what distinguishes it from the categories of the “beneficial good” and the “subjectively satisfying,” whose importance is not the principium but rather the principiatum of our needs and our desires, respectively.
 This has the further consequence that where the latter two categories have the individual aspect of “for me,” of being tailored to my own circumstances, needs and inclinations (thus listening to a Beethoven symphony may be something good or pleasant for me to do on some occasions and bad or unpleasant on others), the importance of value is universal, it is “precious in itself”
; the same awe and admiration is “due” to the symphony from me regardless of whether it is beneficial for me right now, precisely because it is not my current needs but the beauty of the symphony itself that is the principium of my value-response to it.

A problem arises here, however. Of the four kinds of beneficial good that Hildebrand outlines, the lower two (those that bestow legitimate pleasure and those that fulfill my objective needs)
 do indeed arguably have their principium within me rather than in themselves; they are good because, and just insofar as, they answer my desire or need. But what of the higher two that are explicitly based upon value-response—either possessing value oneself (e.g. moral virtue), or contemplating it (such as in a sunset, or the Beatific Vision)? Is it not their very beauty and value that is the principium of my inclination towards them? Indeed Hildebrand not only classifies both of these inclinations as value responses, but furthermore insists that their specific goodness for me lies precisely in the fact that they are value responses.
 Nevertheless, qua beneficial good, the principium of their “importance” cannot be in the object, but must be in myself. How then can my consideration of the beneficiality of my value-response “shift” the principium into myself without destroying the essence of the value-response, and hence also its very beneficiality? 

The only alternative is to say that there must somehow be two principia for my attitude towards one and the same thing; but are these two principia of the same “kind” and simply related as primary and secondary,
 or are they actually of different kinds? Here a clarification of the notion of “for its own sake” might be helpful. Consider again the case of listening to a Beethoven symphony. On the one hand, I can say that I love it “for its own sake,” simply on account of its intrinsic perfection and value; in this sense it is known in the Scholastic tradition as the finis cuius gratia or “end-desired,”
 which stands to the bonum utile precisely as the end to the means. This, however, is clearly not the ultimate level of “for-its-own-sakeness”; for it is clear that I can love the symphony for someone, either for myself or for a friend, and that in this scenario it is I and/or my friend who is most truly being considered as “for-his-own-sake.” In Scholastic terminology, I and my friend would be the fines cui, the “ends-for-whom” a participation in the intrinsically valuable thing is desired; and it is clear this is a very different type of end from the former.
Even more importantly, it is impossible to have either kind of end without the other. To clarify this point, let us turn to a beautiful article in the Prima Secundae, where “love of friendship” is distinguished from “love of concupiscence.”
 The first thing Aquinas notes is that the “movement” of love necessarily tends not to one thing, but to two. It is not only false but meaningless to say that I love a friend without desiring his good and his happiness (Hildebrand’s intentio benevolentiae); and in the same way it is meaningless to say that I love food, but not in a way that involves its being eaten by anyone. St. Thomas calls the “tendency” towards the good of the beloved “love of concupiscence”; and the other “tendency,” towards the person for whom the thing is loved, he names “love of friendship.” The former is directed toward the “end-desired”; the latter towards the “end-for-whom.”

Aquinas then establishes a priority between these two “tendencies.” The object of love-of-friendship, the “end-for-whom,” is loved “simpliciter et per se”; whereas the “end-desired,” object of the love-of-concupiscence, is loved not “simply and for itself,” but rather “amatur alteri,” and the love of it “inheres,” so to speak, in my love for the friend (or myself). Then, parallel to this distinction, Aquinas draws another, dividing goodness into “absolute goodness,” bonum simpliciter, and “relative goodness” for-another, bonum secundum quid. A thing is loved as an “absolute good” when it is the object of love-of-friendship; it is loved as a “relative good” when it is the object of love-of-concupiscence.
 When it is loved in the second way, the “movement” of man’s love is immanent; but when the object is loved in the first way, his love is transcendent, it “goes out from itself simply.”
 

Now let us turn back for a moment to the Beethoven symphony. Does the fact that the symphony is desired for someone, and hence is being taken as a secundum quid good, mean that it ceases to be for-its-own-sake, that its beauty is no longer the principium but rather just a “means” to human self-perfecting? Absolutely not! A means (bonum utile) derives its goodness from the goodness of its goal; but to “order” a symphony to my contemplation is not to derive its goodness from my contemplation, but rather exactly the opposite: the only reason it is good “for me” to contemplate the symphony is because it is already good “in itself.”
 The crucial point here is that we are dealing with principia on two fundamentally different planes, with two completely different types of final causality.
 This is why there is no contradiction between saying that, on one level, the beautiful thing is the principium of our desire in itself, and that on another it is we who are the principia; this is why we can say that the sunset, beautiful and complete as it is in itself, nonetheless remains in a different sense incomplete until it is contemplated, “given its due” by a rational agent, for until then it has not yet achieved its God-given end.
 Whereas the friend has his end within himself; for Aquinas, therefore, his “worthiness” is the principium of our love in a different and much deeper sense than the sunset’s beauty.

It is important to keep these distinctions in mind when discussing the key notions of the “bonum honestum” and “value,” because I would contend that both of these notions encompass both “relative” and “absolute” goods, without distinction. Thus, for Aquinas the bonum honestum category contains both God (the supreme “absolute good”) and moral virtue (which can only be a “relative good”); and Hildebrandian “value” of course likewise encompasses beauty and nobility both as found in God and in a blade of grass. Now, this is completely understandable, for it is after all the very same perfection that makes a beautiful soul uniquely worthy of both the intentio benevolentiae and of the intentio unionis; far from there being a contradiction between the two, it seems clear that the most excellent “absolute goods” are, by virtue of that very fact, also the greatest “relative goods” to us (e.g. God, or my spouse).

Nevertheless, I believe this lack of distinction has complicated the Hildebrand-Aquinas debate. For one thing, it has allowed Thomists to over-emphasize the relative, perfective aspect of goods that are in themselves absolute (persons), thus clouding their deeper “for-their-own-sakeness.” On the other hand, it has allowed Hildebrandians to sometimes extend the qualities of friendship-love to the value-response aimed at merely “relative” goods, thus obscuring the fact that “worthiness” is predicated of a person and of a sunset in two fundamentally different—and hierarchically ordered—ways;
 for a sunset simply cannot be the “end-for-whom” of my contemplation.  Now in fairness to Hildebrand, there is indeed a sense in which we may have love-of-friendship even for a sunset, inasmuch as we desire it to continue to exist, and are glad of its existence, apart even from its being viewed by anyone.
 After all, even for Aquinas creatures glorify God not by being “contemplated” by Him, but simply by their sharing in His goodness; in His superabundant generosity He wills them to exist truly “for their own sake.”
 But the point remains that neither my contemplation of a sunset nor my doing of a just act can be ordered to the objects of those acts as “ends-for-whom,” simply because neither is capable of receiving such a “gift.”

We have shown, then, that St. Thomas has a place for “transcendent” love, and that moreover he calls it love in its most full and proper sense, love simpliciter et per se; but two objections may still arise. 1) Aquinas claims that unity is the cause of love and that my substantial union with myself is the strongest kind of unity, whereas love-of-friendship for another is based merely on unity of likeness;
 if so, how can man love anyone—even God—more than himself? 2) How can man’s “vocation” to transcendence be reconciled with his primary ultimate end being a “good-for-him,” the Beatific Vision, rather than the “good-for-God” that we accomplish by ordering ourselves to Him through charity?

Regarding the first objection, Hildebrand’s great fear is that Aquinas’ claim reduces the beloved to an “extension of my ego.”
 Now, when Aquinas says that the union brought about by love-of-friendship “is likened to” substantial union,
 I believe he means simply that my value-responding love-of-friendship allows me to do for another what, before my perception of and response to value, I could only do for myself: to will the beloved’s good. Hildebrand is right, however, to point out that there does remain an important difference in the basis of “solidarity with myself” vis-à-vis love-of-friendship/intentio benevolentiae: for where the latter is founded upon value-response (which for Aquinas would be “unity of likeness,” inasmuch as our intellects are “fitted” to see the beloved’s beauty—hence a person with a brutish, vicious heart will fail to see that beauty), no rational perception of my own “worthiness” is required for the former. Nonetheless, while this inclination to my own good is not caused by reason, it remains subject to my reason, which can indeed weigh my own “worthiness” against that of others, and find it less; it is this fact, I believe, that allows me to love others—such as God, or our Lady—truly more than myself. Hence I would argue St. Thomas is mistaken to make “substantial unity” the strongest, overriding cause of love; for though it may be a “tighter-knit” unity than “unity-of-likeness,” it is on a lower, infra-rational order. However, St. Thomas does indeed hold that we nonetheless love God, at least, more than ourselves;
 and he says this is because the substantial unity a part has with the whole is greater even than its union with itself. But in what sense is a creature a “part” of God? Simply insofar as its own (absolute) goodness is but a limited share of what God has in full;
 and this line of reasoning could easily be extended to include those whose “share” is perceived to be greater than our own.
 Thus man is saved from being his own primary “end-for-whom,” and transcendence is maintained.
What of the other problem, of Aquinas’ making Vision our primary end? Here I think Aquinas is simply mistaken—mistaken in the sense that his conclusion does not fit with his own principles. Essentially his argument rests on the (correct) premise that the unio secundum rem—the union sought by love-of-concupiscence—cannot itself be an act of our affectivity; but he simply fails to consider the case of love-of-friendship, which does not seek its unio affectionis with the Beloved but constitutes it.
 How can Aquinas have forgotten what he himself calls the most important side of love, and as a result effectively made man himself be his own primary, and not merely secondary, “end-for-whom”? I believe it is because, in the Treatise on Happiness, the whole object of inquiry is what is beneficial for us; we are being considered here as our own (legitimate) “ends-for-whom.” It is, then, perhaps forgivable that Aquinas failed here to observe the paradox that the greatest good-for-us is not, in fact, the act that unites us to God qua good-for-us (Vision), but the one that unites us to Him qua absolute-good (Charity).

Yet I believe St. Thomas was at least inconsistent in his opinion. In the first place, he maintains in the Treatise on Love that the unio affectionis between lover and beloved is closer even then the unio secundum rem produced by “knowledge” or “possession,” being akin to substantial union
 by virtue of the “identification” it produces of my happiness with the beloved’s (this being the source of the “indirect beneficial good” that Hildebrand speaks of
); and if union with God is the attainment of our end, then clearly charity rather than vision would be the most perfect attainment thereof. And secondly, this point is indeed borne out in several places in the Treatise on Charity, where the unio affectionis of the act of charity is characterized as being man’s final end, even more properly than the union with God secundum rem sought by love of concupiscence.

Nonetheless, there can be no doubt that Hildebrand saw this truth—that, essentially, we find ourselves only in forgetting ourselves—with a unique, profound clarity, which was perhaps among his greatest philosophical contributions. Yet his very insistence on this matter brings us to our last point: that Hildebrand actually does share the fundamental Thomistic understanding of nature. He tells us that “the fact that we are made for transcendence does not make transcendence something immanent.”
 Yet to speak of a creature’s being “made for” something is precisely what Thomists mean when they speak of a nature’s “striving for its flourishing,” and seeking everything else under the aspect of that flourishing! Why then would Hildebrand call such a striving “immanent”?
 I believe there is here a confusion between “end” and “source,” between final cause and formal cause. To say that the primary “end-for-whom” of an agent’s operation is himself (or his nature) does indeed make that operation an “immanent” one; but to say that the agent’s ability to make God his chief “end-for-whom” has its source in the “form” or “structure” of his nature is not to make the act of charity immanent, but simply to point out that God Himself “directed” our natures outward to Himself, and that to frustrate this “directedness” is to frustrate our very being. To affirm this is not to affirm blind self-love; it is to affirm the transcendent perfection of God’s handiwork, which was Hildebrand’s life-work and, most especially, the whole thrust of The Nature of Love.

Thus, it seems clear that Hildebrandian “value” does indeed have a counterpart in the Thomistic bonum simpliciter; that it is carefully distinguished from the aspect of beneficiality, the bonum secundum quid; and that love between persons is defined by responding to the beloved under the former rather than the latter aspect, in love of friendship. Moreover, Hildebrand too would gladly admit that I love even God as “end-for-whom,” purely for His own sake, because it is my nature and my flourishing to do so—simply inasmuch as God “made me for” precisely this. The differences between the two schools, then, may not after all be as deep as they appear.
� Dietrich von Hildebrand, The Nature of Love (South Bend, IN: St. Augustine’s Press, 2009), 103, 116, 123; cf. also Hildebrand, “The Modes of Participation in Value,” in International Philosophical Quarterly 1 (1961), 61-63.


� ST I-II, q. 2 art. 6 ad 1: “But if it [the preposition ‘for’] denote the formal or rather the motive cause, thus delight is desirable for something else, i.e. for the good, which is the object of that delight, and consequently is its principle, and gives it its form: for the reason that delight is desired is that it is rest in the thing desired.” — St. Thomas gives a concise version of his views on this matter in I-II q. 4, art. 2: “For delight consists in a certain repose of the will. Now that the will finds rest in anything, can only be on account of the goodness of that thing in which it reposes. If therefore the will reposes in an operation, the will's repose is caused by the goodness of the operation. Nor does the will seek good for the sake of repose; for thus the very act of the will would be the end, which has been disproved above: but it seeks to be at rest in the operation, because that operation is its good. Consequently it is evident that the operation in which the will reposes ranks before the resting of the will therein.”


� John Crosby, “Introductory Study” to The Nature of Love, xix-xx, esp. notes 4 and 5.


� The Nature of Love, 29. Cf. also Hildebrand, Christian Ethics (New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1953), 34-38; John Crosby, “The Idea of Value and the Reform of the Traditional Metaphysics of Bonum,” in Aletheia Vol. 1, No. 2 (1978), 273-275.


� John Crosby, “Are Being and Good Convertible?” in The New Scholasticism 57 no. 4 (1983), 468. 


� The Nature of Love, 148-50, esp. 150: “Value in principle addresses every person in the same way, whereas the objective good for the person addresses in each case a particular person. This is why one and the same event can be an objective good for one person and an objective evil for another.” Cf. also “Are Being and Good Convertible?” ibid., and “The Idea of Value and the Reform of the Traditional Metaphysics of Bonum,” 287.


� One could make a good case that this distinction corresponds fairly closely with the (rightly ordered) bonum delectabile and the (rightly ordered) bonum utile.


� For example cf. ibid., 152. 


� This former alternative seems to be Hildebrand’s position; cf. The Nature of Love, 149. The argument, as I understand it, is that when a value-bearing thing is considered as a beneficial good, it is approached from my (or my friend’s) point of view as opposed to from a “universal” point of view; the individual beneficiary’s unique personal “center” becomes the principium of the value-bearer’s aspect of beneficiality, which is added to, but should remain secondary to, the value-bearer’s goodness-in-itself, which is the principium of our attitude of value-response.


� Cf. e.g. ST I-II, q. 1, art. 8. This literally (and unilluminatingly) means simply the “end for whose sake.” Normally I translate this as the “end-desired,” to be distinguished from the “end as attainment” of the desired object (finis quo), and from the “end for whom” that object is desired (finis cui); but since in the present context the use of the term “desire” might involve too many yet-to-be-proven presuppositions, I shall leave the expression in its Latin form for the present.


� ST I-II, q. 26, art. 4: “As the � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/01713a.htm" �Philosopher� says (Rhet. ii, 4), ‘to love is to wish � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good� to someone.’ Hence the movement of love has a twofold tendency: towards the � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good� which a man wishes to someone (to himself or to another) and towards that to which he wishes some � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good�. Accordingly, � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/09580c.htm" �man� has love of � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/04208a.htm" �concupiscence� towards the � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good� that he wishes to another, and love of friendship towards him to whom he wishes � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good�. 


“Now the members of this division are related as primary and secondary: since that which is loved with the love of friendship is loved simply and for itself; whereas that which is loved with the love of � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/04208a.htm" �concupiscence�, is loved, not simply and for itself, but for something else. For just as that which has � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05543b.htm" �existence�, is a being simply, while that which � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05543b.htm" �exists� in another is a relative being; so, because � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good� is convertible with being, the � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good�, which itself has � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �goodness�, is � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good� simply; but that which is another's � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good�, is a relative � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good�. Consequently the love with which a thing is loved, that it may have some � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good�, is love simply; while the love, with which a thing is loved, that it may be another's � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good�, is relative love.”


� St. Thomas points out that this division is analogous to the division of being into being-in-itself (substance) and being-in-another (accident).


� ST I-II, q. 28, art. 3


� Cf. Michael Waldstein’s article “Dietrich von Hildebrand and St. Thomas Aquinas on Goodness and Happiness,” in Nova et Vetera, Vol. 1, No. 2 (2003), 403-464, esp. 424, 429-431, 434, and most of all 444-449. For Hildebrand’s own excellent description of different kinds of “being-ordained,” cf. The Nature of Love, 35-9.


� It is in this sense that Aristotle (Nicomachean Ethics II.4.1105a33), and Waldstein (ibid., 445 and 447), can maintain that virtue can truly be sought for its own sake, and yet that its performance necessarily involves a self-referential aspect. A difficulty with Waldstein’s thesis, however, is his use of the example of justice. The ordering of my passions in temperance, say, is indeed simply a good for me and should be sought as such; but justice is primarily about giving others their due, and so it would seem that the chief finis cui of our action (after God) ought to be our action’s beneficiary, or (as in the case of paying taxes) the order of society at large. St. Thomas himself holds that there is a clear distinction between the virtues (such as temperance) that govern our own good, and virtues that have to do with the good of others: “The other virtues are commendable in respect of the sole good of the virtuous person himself, whereas justice is praiseworthy in respect of the virtuous person being well disposed towards another, so that justice is somewhat the good of another person, as stated in Ethic. v, 1. Hence the Philosopher says (Rhet. i, 9): ‘The greatest virtues must needs be those which are most profitable to other persons, because virtue is a faculty of doing good to others. For this reason the greatest honors are accorded the brave and the just, since bravery is useful to others in warfare, and justice is useful to others both in warfare and in time of peace.’”


� John McCarthy has a beautiful article on this topic: “How Knowing Completes the World: A Note on Aquinas and Husserl,” in Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association, Vol. 67 (1993), 71-85.


� This point might become clearer if we put it in the context of St. Thomas’ triple division of perfection (ST I, q. 6, art. 3). The first corresponds to “ontological value,” and consists in the perfection of a thing’s simply existing as the kind of thing it is, having the nature of “sunsetness”(cf. ST I 5.1; for Hildebrand’s discussion of this same distinction, see Christian Ethics,  145ff). The second kind, corresponding to “qualitative value,” is what is normally meant by a thing’s perfection: the perfect disposition of a thing’s accidents, allowing it to perform its proper operation (in a sunset’s case, the brilliance and vividness by which it can most perfectly “radiate”; in a human’s case, above all the disposition of mind and heart that allows him to exercise charity and wisdom). Yet there is also a third level: the perfection of a thing’s attaining the end for which it was created. I would contend that, whereas the principium of the second-level perfection of the sunset or the symphony is within themselves, the principium of their third-level perfection lies chiefly within the rational beings capable of perceiving them; that while they themselves are truly “for-their-own-sake” in the sense of finis cuius gratia, they are “for-another” in the sense of finis cui, their end lies outside themselves.� A person, on the other hand, is (at least partly) “for-himself,” having the principium of attaining his end to a degree within himself; this is why we can have love-of-friendship for a person, though we cannot do so for a sunset, beautiful as it may be. Also, this explains the sense in which we can say that a human being desires to contemplate for the sake of his own perfection; for in this sense “perfection” is being considered not in the second but in the third sense, inasmuch as the human being is made to contemplate beauty, and would be failing in his God-given task if He did not.


� Thus Hildebrand thinks that “in value-response the object and its importance is itself the theme: I ought to give it an adequate response for its own sake” (The Nature of Love, 36; emphasis mine). It is true that it should not be regarded as a bonum utile whose only goodness derives from the end it is ordered to (say, my delight); but it would be equally, and obviously, false to say that my contemplation of the sunset is a “gift” to the sunset.


� Cf. The Nature of Love, 102-107.


� Though, of course, they are “worthy” of existence only insofar as they participate in Him. Cf. ST I, q. 44, art. 4; ST I, q. 19, art. 2, ad 3; and especially ST II-II, q. 132, art. 1, ad 1. Cf. also Cajetan’s illuminating commentary on the last-named passage, and Thomas Osborne, Love of Self and Love of God in Thirteenth-Century Ethics (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2005), 104.


� ST I-II, q. 27, art. 3. 


� Cf. The Nature of Love, 115; also “The Modes of Participation in Value,” 70ff.


� Cf. The Nature of Love, 8-9, 159, 162, among others.


� ST I-II, q. 28, art. 1, ad 2.


� ST I, q. 60, art. 5; ST II-II, q. 26, art. 3, esp. ad 2.


� Cf. Étienne Gilson, The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy, trans. A.H.C. Downes (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1940), 285-287.; cf. also Lawrence Dewan, O.P. “Is Thomas Aquinas a Spiritual Hedonist?” in Wisdom, Law, and Virtue, ed. Lawrence Dewan, O.P. (New York, NY: Fordham University Press, 2008), 115.


� It is true that Aquinas, following Aristotle (Nicomachean Ethics IX.8), does not draw this conclusion himself, holding instead (ST I-II q. 27, art. 3) that “a man loves himself more than another: because he is one with himself substantially, whereas with another he is one only in the likeness of some form.” However, Aristotle himself argues elsewhere (Nic. Eth. IX.4) that a man may come to hate himself, to lose even his “natural solidarity with himself,” when he perceives his own lack of goodness, and further on (Nic. Eth. IX.9) states that a good man loves himself because he perceives his own “worthiness”; from this it would seem to follow that one should, in principle at least, be able to recognize that others may simply be more worthy than myself.


� ST I-II, q. 28, art. 1.


� ST I-II, q. 28, art. 1 ad 2.


� Cf. The Nature of Love, ch. 7, esp. 151-152, 


� E.g., ST II-II, q. 27, art. 6, esp. ad 3: “For the interior � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/01115a.htm" �act� of � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/09397a.htm" �charity� has the character of an end, since � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/09580c.htm" �man's� ultimate � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06636b.htm" �good� consists in his � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/14153a.htm" �soul� cleaving to � HYPERLINK "http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/06608a.htm" �God�.” Cf. also II-II, q. 23, art. 6, where Aquinas explains why charity is supreme over faith and hope, and explains that it is because the union of friendship-love is the truest kind of attainment; II-II, q. 26, art. 3, where St. Thomas says that “we love God with the love of friendship more than with the love of concupiscence, because the Divine good is greater in itself, than our share of good in enjoying Him. Hence, out of charity, man simply loves God more than himself,” thus making man’s chief finis cui be not himself but God; and II-II, q. 27, art. 1.


� The Nature of Love, 228; emphasis mine.


� Ibid., 38-39; cf. also Christian Ethics, 221, and Josef Seifert, “Karol Cardinal Wojtyla (Pope John Paul II) as Philosopher and the Cracow/Lublin School of Philosophy,” in Aletheia 2 (1981), 170, cited in Waldstein, 434.





