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At th© prasemt time there la a great deal ©f c@mfusiom

'regarding th© proper place @f a theory of beauty s&d art in

the modern Thoalsti© philosophy* Sob® ©all such a theory a

Th©alat|.Q ffiathetie and give it a place among' philosophic

sciences separate from metaphysics, psychology and tthloa*

Th©a© who take this view often believe that their theories

fill th® place which Aristotle1© elassifieatio® provides

for the practical philosophy of productiom*

Oa th© other hamd# there are s©iae who consider theories

©f beauty and art as mere collections of metaphysical, psy

chological and ethical principles» To these men, th® true

philosophy of production cam b® mothimg other than the prin

ciples by ishleh a thing is mad®, and these principles wist

be found In a consideration of th® thing to be made* For

example* a thorough examination of th® purpose of a house

will tell us ho© the house ia t© b® mad© and will indicate

the best material aad plan* while the®© will im turn d®»

termlae the best workmen and tools•

Xt Is obvious that work® beiag written today concerning

th© ultimate and ageless questions relative to beauty and

art are speculative im character! these work® d© mot attempt

to formulate general principles to be applied t® th® pr©du©»

tion ©f particular things* them aa attempt ia mad® t©
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define beauty and arjs, t© explain their relations- t@ other

things, to'toll the purpose of art, the inquiry wist be

speculative. They ar® correct, th®ref©re, who distinguish

between th© practical philosophy ©f production and th© spec

ulative inquiry concerning beauty and art, and who lasist

that this speculative inquiry can only b© philosophic. %t it

proceed by entering th© proper fields ©f Metaphysics, pay*

chology and ethics*

let it is not vain t© collect th© scattered primelples

relating t® beauty and art and to ooaposo them into a theory

©©sparable to th© many theories ©f esthetic, many of which

are, in fact, false, which th® reading publi© ®@©t daily*

v For each of these theories must presuppose a oompleto phil*

osophy of knowledge, ©f being, ©f man, ©f nature and ©f

. moral action* Th®,reader, accepting false theories of art

and beauty, derived from false philosophic system®, implicit

ly accepts th© totality of th® false system which has been

presupposed. Again, it is all important that the philosophy

of production be founded up©n a true theory of art and
i , i;

beauty*

The followers of St. Thomas Aquinas have mot been

asleep. They have clearly seen the.need which exist®* for

dangerous falsehood ought everywhere to be opposed with

truth and error with correctIon. Im this thesis w© propose

to return to th© Angelic Doctor's own writings, to attempt

t© discover the most important principles from them relative
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t@ th© various problems concerning beauty and art, and to

indicate various possible applications ©f th®s® sane prin

ciples leading t© a solution of th© chief problem®.

Concerning beauty we shall consider th® following ques

tions! th® situs of beauty, th® natur® ©f beauty, th® rela

tion between beauty and being, unity, goodness and truth.

W© ©hall also consider th® Banner in which beauty is appre

hended and th® manner in which we are delighted hf th® ap

prehension of beautiful things* e©ne©mimg art w® shall

consider th® following questions? th© natur© of art in gen

eral, the problem ©f representation and the relation between

art and prudence.

r* Im considering all tttss© questions, w© wish t© bring for«

ward for consideration th© tru® principles of the Amg®li©

Doctor, departing in m© way from them, and using them to in

dicate th® truth of th® conclusions ©f many oth®r wis® and

learned men.

r
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T»tfXSTXG BASIS FOR A TRBORST OP SSYtBTXeg

X* The Situ® ©f Beauty

Xt is @l®ar that two thing® ©anm®t b© th© &m® la amy

given thing if th® two ar© not really in that thing* For

ottMqsU, Jh® ©®m|@jt ^ JhJ^ jglagg and sajex ••»••* he on©

amd th© ®@b© u»X@®s the gins® apok©E of really has content

ami unless that ooatoat in really water* low St* Thomas

statesf "quod pulebrum ®t bmvm in ©ubiecto qutdest sunt

ii@a*f,l 8t«'Th0HM hold® that g©®dm®®® is objectives ^ore-

£0*0# following hit®, w® must c©»@lud® that beauty 1® also

®bj@©fciv©«

This @®&©lmai@fi is in agreement with th® famous state*

stent of St* Augustine ©omcemimg beauty§

It prius quaeram utru» id®@ pulchra oiat quia
doloetoat* am id@@ d®l@efc@nfc quia pulehrm slat*
Bio mihi sin® dubitatloao roopoadobitar*. id®® d«*
i@©tar® quia pul@ta»a sumt«g

X» Baa* ,Th®®lag X, q«* H,_art* 4, ad lua*
L©m£, ©. 88.
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St* Augustine's position is that this latter response is un

doubtedly the correct ©m®* Further, this is in agreement

with a statement ©f St» Thomas concerning the goods Bloa

©alia ®st r®s bona, quia dilig© ©an, s®d quia res bona ®st,

dilig© ©am.®5

This basic pr©p®siti©m, that b®auty is ®bj©etiv®, is

probably granted by ®v®ry pres®nt-day scholastic* And it is

mot difficult to find the cause of unanimity, sine®, as th®

eminent master, Fr* Aloyslus B©ther, S. J., holds? A denial

of the objectivity of beauty "is opposed t® well-established

conclusions, it leads t® scepticism, and it, moreover, rests

on confusion of ideas*°^

C*~ Those who d@ay th® objectivity of beauty may b® divided

lat® tw© groups* First, ther® are those who demy th© objec

tivity of reality itself* Secondly, ther® ar® those seasists

and materialists who, while admitting th© objectivity of th©

extra-mental world, demy that amy object is beautiful*

How the answer to th® first of these groups would in

volve a complete explanation of th© scholastic theory of

knowledge* We cannot, therefore, undertake such a reply her®.

But th® objection of th® second group is a direct attack upon

our eont©ati©n* We shall, therefore, reply to it*

Mr* Thomas Jfunro exposes the objection as followst

r

?• M Evaa^ellum secumdua Matthagum, c. 17.
4* lother, Aleysius, 8* J*. Beauty, p* 107*
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However, "beauty** itself ®aa b@ glvea a br@ad@i»
definition, to Include eertala kiad© of^ugliness,®
or of art amd life which used to be considered ugly*
By thla doflaltloa th® sordid and defamed* th©
rough, wmcouth m€ irregular, iaag@® of pate and
vlokodaess* oan all be ©ailed beautiful* ospoeially
when conveyed ia a® artistic form* itayihing anion
afford© &®efct*®tie satisfaction, ahieh peoal© ®m|oy
looking at, llst@ni.ag to, ©r reading about for it®
@wa ®ak@ would thus b©*bo«atifttX*foi» then* Beauty.
aoeordiag to this definition, is mot a purely 4b*
Jeetiwe trait ahieh things eaa hmv® la thoaseXvo»#
apart from people's reapoaaee to then* Xt is a
aatss® for theae response© th©ms©lv®®» abaa th@y are
projected upon the object and r©g«rd@d as quaiiti©®
of the object* -Eueh a d©finitio® ©f b®auty ia i®
th© tradition of Sam®©. Seat, and Tttoaas Brown through
Sautafaaa* who one® defined beauty a© "pleaaure ®fe«
Jeet-ified," or ^pltaaur® regarded as a quality of the •
thing*'1®

low ia replyiag to this objection it ia m®©@a®as»y to

di©itagulsh carefully b®tw®©a the object, whatever it may

be* with It® qualities, and th© ®m© apprehending th© objeet

with his faculties, lnflu®ae@d by hi® di©positiom©« Each

cognitive and appatltiv© aofc of the person areaupaoaea son©

object„ a© ©©©lag presuppose® a ®olor@d thing and desiring

pr®®uppoa®s a desirable thing* Amd it ©aanot b© said that

a detirabl© thing it ©sly desirable ©«©au®@ it 1® desired,

fe#©au®© this would be to ©ay that th® aot of doair® 1© with

out ©aus® within th© objeet* Thi© would ®@®a that ©very ob

ject would b® ©qually an object of d®air@, which i® absurd,

eiaae w© clearly doair® ©on© things ©or® tham other®, aad

our d®sir® of th© sara® object is fairly regular aad ©©»©!©*•

teat*' Likewise, therefor©, it stunt to© ©aid that th© delight

following upon th® apprehension of beauty is not without

cause within th© object, that the object ha® a real capacity

S* iumr®, Thona®, JQai ifiUfl£ S^M M^mMaStft P» @®.
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to delight ©m@ ®@®iag lt# 1® ©all thia capacity beauty.6

Besides, to deny the objectivity of this ®apa©ifcy to

delight on® apprehending an object having it, la to #©ay#

Implioltly at least, the basis for all our Judpt®»t® of

value* All mn judge' s«@ object© to be beautiful aad good*

W@ do not, -for exajaple, say, ^I am good,^ wh®m w© wish to

©Kpr®®® ©ur.t»@a®®?i for th© d©slr® of ®oa© object* !@» do

w® say, #X an beautiful,11 nhea w@ wish to ©asplala the r@aaom

for our delight in th© apprehension ©f some object* But thia

would be th© truth of th® natter if goodaoas aad beauty w®r©

emtirely eubjeetlve* leae®, to say that they as»® purely tub*

Jaetive 1® to deny the ability of th© latelleot to formulate

amy eorreet Judgaamta ia it® study of valuoa* Shit, as Pr>

Bather polafc® out, l®ads to s©@ptiei«*^ Mr* Herbert Ellsworth

•Cajrjr mm® up this apguu©at quit© neatly by ®aylagf °X£ the

objectivity of valu© is ignored, then ©jslologioal ©oliaalara

.la iatwiuable* amd the validity of all ©taadard® anat bo

:Aealed*"*

F»* f*©oaard Callahaa, 0* F*, ia hi© aa®w®r to th© aub*

J#®tivl@t @rgu®©at®, pro@©®is by a prooesa of elialaatios*

Xf th© delight which follow® the apprehensioa of as objeet

is not oaueed by sonetttimg ia th® object approhaadod, it it'

©aused by s©E©thiag la th© one apprehending* Mm this oaaa®
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suet aet aither of aeeeatity or freelys

•••not aeoessarily, however, aim©© this ia contrary
to ©xp®ri@a©® and eoa®ei®usa©@®, whi®h atteat th©
iateattaaey and variability of our attitude toward®
beauty—faete which are ia@oap®tlbl® with uaerrlag
amd uniform operation of a faculty determined along
oa© liae* lor ©an this @xp®rl©a©® b® ©atlrely fro®
©ad ind®p@ad©at of ©ther factor©} otherwise w@ ©ould
of our owa a@®@rd arous© this ®@atia@nt independently
of th© pr@s®ae© of works of matur© ©2? ®f art* •••«*
Ther© 1© but oa® d®dueti@a«—w© do mot ©r®at@ th®
©stheti© lwpr®®si®m or complacence. tad eoagequeatly
It mist b© provoked by ®©»@thiag whi©h le aet our-
aelweef and this something not ourselves nuet be r®al
••*®

It should b® noted ia connection with thia argumemt, that it

is not ia th® presence of th© ©am© object that our delight

is Inconstant and variable, alaee in th© presence of th® same

>**, @bj®©t, w® know that w® ar@ ©rdiaartly delighted to. about th®

d@gr®@| rather, la th® pr@s®m©@ of div®r@@ object®, w®

exparleaoe diffareat degreee of delight*

ao*gi«
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lavlag shown beauty to b® ®bj®©tlv@, w® ar© aow faced

with a further difficulty* What things ar© beautiful, amd

'. la what way ar® beautiful ®bj@®t® beautiful? Xa ®th®r word®,

1® b@auty a traasceadeatalf

XX* Whether Beauty is a Vraaaeeadeatel

St* Thoaa© state©s "Bauniquodqu© ©at palehrum aeeuudfc*

propria® tw>wm$n and again, Bllhil ttt quod n®a partielpat

puichr® ©t boa® ©ura uuuaquodque ©it pulchru® et boau® ®@©ua-

duu propria* foma©*®^® Mr* Ja©qu@§ laritaia consider® that

these remarks iadleate that St* Thomas hold® beauty to b® a

traaaeeadeatal* *8t* Thou®® ©©astamtly affirm® that th©

C* beautiful and th® good, metaphysically, ar® th® ©am© thlag

ia reality aad differ ®mly conceptually,® Mr* Maritaia bo*

glue* But if this is true, h© continue®, Bwhy should aet

th® beautiful he a traaseeadeatal a© well ©a th© good?9 T®

couplet® th© arguaeat he quote® St* Thomas* remarks abow®*1*

ttr* Cory, also holding beauty to b® a tF©a®®@ad@afeal

property of beimg, aska th© questions

Does this m®&n that all objects ar© beau
tiful? X aaswer uafliaehiaglyt la so far as
they ar® beluga, yes* Xm 0® far as th©y hav®
arrived at their p@t»f@©ti©a—aad all ®@iaga,
la ©oatrast with uonbeiaga Csie) hav® goa®
©on© dlataao© ®a th® way of fulflliueut«»y*e*
In so far as they d® aet suffer from a lack-
lag, im ®® far as they ar© not privative-
yes.18

I©* M P*v« low*. ®* 8, 1* 4*
11* larTlaTa7ja®qa®a, Art and Scholasticism, pp* 18S«>188*
IS* Cory, oa* ©it* * p* 47*
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Mr* Maritaia would uadoubtedly a@r@©, affindag th® saaef

to do so follow© a@©®asari!y if beauty,la,-- indeed,v a feraaa-

eendental* Aad this proposition semm umd@miabl®$ th® argu

ment as presented 1© very strong*

But ther© 1© hj no mean® unanimity ©song r-atiorn scho-

last!® writers ©m this point*. Oft@a, those who deay that

beauty ie a transcendental do not quote at* Thooas* state-

Mat® ia th® SsBW&m.m By&M »«»,« father, they re*

aark that obviously maay things ar© not beautiful, aad ®aa

b© ©ailed beautiful by no ©xteasloa of th© tors* Thl® po

sition s@@m© to be sor© In aocord with th© teaching of St*

Augustta®, who holds beauty to be the splendor of order*

Appareatly, s>okw authors who follow St. Thoawa* teaching

on Many point® prefer t® follow St* Auguetia®1© on oertaim

quuatloas* Thi© procedure, ia itself, 1® not to be ©on>

deaned*. Th© only question which &ri@©s is tblai Xe it pos

sible to follow St* Thomas* doctrine ©a ©a© point aad 1;o

prefer a dlv@rs© iat®rp©tatl®a of St* Auguatlae ©a another

point, if th®se tw® potets ar© closely related or later*

dependent?

Cardinal aaroier* for ©sample, statess "Vhat la beau

tiful is good, but aot all that la good 1® beautiful**1®
Xt is significant that the famous leader does aot c©a©id@r

btauty with his coaald©ration of traaeeendontala, but with

th© treatise @a eausallty, following a ©eetloa ®n order*

1®. Cardinal »rei®r, A, Maaual of Modern, S©„h@M©^|ft fhl£-
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Again, Fr« Bother hold© that things ar© not called

beautiful unless they ar© coaspl@u©u@ly perfect* And there

for®, h© ©ay® that strictly ®p©aktag, not everything is

beautiful* Btauty is net a transcendental* 6a th© other

hand, all things ar© potentially beautiful, £aasf»ieh a®

th®y nay ®at©r into th© eonetltution of beautiful ®bj®©ta*

A worm aad chipped brisk, for ©stajgpl®, would not b@ itself

beautiful, but it might b© called beautiful Inaeaaioh as it

might partieipat® the beauty of aa aaci®at and lovely cast!©

©f which it might b© a part*14

Is it possible, that admitting all fchiagg to b® beauti

ful, w® eaa ©eeapt th® e©aeiu®l« that beauty la a.tranaeen*

C* dental?

Fr* Heart Keaard, 8* J**, suggested

We aay, nevertheless, that Bth® beautiful®
partakes both of "th® good* and of "th© true**
It partakes of*the gooa" because It quiets th®
appetltef a®^ ®% ^^@ tru®B because It 1© knowl
edge, vision, ©bjtativ© union* ^Tte beautiful®,
therefore, although trtnaeeadental, is not a
distinct transcendental concept for It is con
tained, in th® aotioa of^th© true1* aad of the
go®d«.lS

Bui this does not s@e® sufficient for th® solution of th©

problea* Xf all th® transcendental® ar© th© same- ia th©

thing* and if all differ la the wind, as Marltain ©ays*

why then is beauty not a transcendental aa well a® th© good?

Th® question nay very nail b@s Do thos® condition© sufficiently

delimit a coanopt s© that it 1® a transcendental?

r
14* lother, op* ©it** pp* 118*117•
18. iteaard, »ari, 1* J*, Philotophy of Bfjag, p. 181*
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Fr* Callahan suggests a distinction* ^Everything ia

nature la beautiful if w® consider it wholly ia regard to

.. ...ita ©pacific typ®*«*foia th® natur® it the ideal with which

th© individual should conform*® This ©©©as t© be an afflr*

nation of transcendental truth, rather th&a of beauty* Asa

he ooatluueat "But everything is not formally tooautlful a®

it a^iats ia a state ®f singularity*m Th© conclusion is

that beauty "does not belong t® th® order of Tran@@®fifl@a*»

tale C®i@)*wl@ Th© difficulty with this argument is that
beauty i® objectiv®, as w© have shewn above* fhiags do

not exist aa specific types but as singulars* Therefore*.

if thing® ar® aot beautiful a® they ejelot, they art not

C^ beautiful at all* This argument is ia conflict with St*

Thou©*' position that tter® is nothing whieh doe® not •pap»

tloipat® in beauty*

This bring® us to an impasse* It seen® w© must either

admit that St. Shouaa la correct, and admit that hetmty la

a tawaaoendeatal! or ws d@siy that Si* Thomas is correct and

hold that son© things d© aot participate in bsauty* Does

this exhaust the potslbl© couraea?

It eeeua to us doubtful that it doea* If beauty 1®,

i!*d®«d, a transcendental, It is etrange that St* fhonaa ioa®

not ©ay ®o*^ Perhaps, then, there ia mom® explanation

16* Callahan, &g^ ©2,$,*,,. p* 78*
17* J)e* y®r*a qu* 1, art* It St.
laaceadeataia using distiaetion© <

Thomas enuueratet th©
•. transcendental®"using distiaetion© and discus®©® them* 1®
( doe® aot imolud© beauty* Mr. Marltaln find® aa affirmation

Cower,)
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possible, which may admit the truth of St* ®h®oa®s state*

»©at but ©till ©an deny that beauty 1® a trauaeendeatal*

To produce ®n®h an explanation, however, is a task .wbloh

w© untt leave for others, aa t»@iag to© great for our

present ability*

17* C
in th©

(touttoned) of th® traa®©@ad®ntal ©haraeter of beauty
lfftauneiti®m of beauty with goodaaa® to wibloato*

(Sua* Th©ol»« X, qu» @, art* 4, ad luat*) But e'laee "th© ©tat©«
•aauirdoot mot explicitly demand that beauty b@ a traaaoeadaa*
tal, it aaeas to u® that ®oa@ ©ther solution might b@ found*
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thus leaving th© answer t© the questions mla beauty a

trana©®nd®ntal?,n for others, w® proceed t© a consideration

of beauty ia relation to th© good* Thin relationship 1®

.ejtplalned'by &t* Shout** and w® b©il©v® that it is of groat

iBtportaao® for a full knowledge of beauty to giv@ some eon*

sideratlon to th© words of the Angelic roctor on this

subject*

XXX* Th® Beautiful and th® ®@©d

8t* Thomas state®t

***quod pulehrw et bonus in subi®@to quidas
sunt idem, quia auper ©and@m res fundantur, sci
licet super foraastf @t propter ho®, bomm lauda-
tur ut puiehrus* §©d ration© dlfferunt* Nan b®«
aura proprt® resplclt ©ppetituraj ©at ©nin bosun
quod omnia appetuafc* Et Id@e habet rat£®m@Bt fi
nis, nam nppetltu® est quasi quids® uotut ad rem*
FulohruB ante® respieit via cognoacltlvnBJ pul*
ehra ©aim ateuatwr qua® visa plae@at« ...K

Again h© atat®ai

**«quod pulehrum ©at idem bono aola ration© dif*
fereas* Oum ©alu bonusi ©it quod ©cmla appetuat,
d® ration© honi ©at q®@& in ®o quietetur app@tl*>
tuej sad ad ratlonae pmletel p©rfeia©t quod la
©lu® a®p@®tu ®@u cognition© qul®t®tur app®titua**p

Xn th®«® two bri®f stat@n©nts th® Aagelle ©©©tor draw® a

clear distinction between th® beautiful and th© good*

When aa object ic considered as o©siTable simply, than

w® ©all it goods when an object is considered a® desirable

18* Sum* The®!*, 1, qu* 8, art* 4, ad Xun*
1©* Sum* fh@ol., X*XX, qu* 27, art* 1, ad Bum*
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t®r th© purpose ©f cognitive oonalderatloa,- thea w© ©all It

beautiful* Appetite rest® in th© very-p©®©®©Ion of the'good,

but cognitive appetite also rests in the Ri@r® apprehenalou of

th© beautiful*

Both beauty aad goodness ar® founded on th® form of the.

reality* It is inportaat concerning this point to turn ba@k

at th® outset any materialistic lnterpetatlon of fgrjl* It

should he noted that th© font of which St* Thoatae speak©

her® is not th® shape ®r figure, which is a mev® accidental

quality, but la rather the primary form by which a thing ia

constituted in b@iag, and through which eotwjo all its actu

ality and perfectioa*

(^ At a result of thia distinction between th© beautiful

and the good, we should not® th® dleiatereetedaeee of mm

in regard t® beautiful thing® considered a© beautiful*

Fr* Callahan takes the ©*ampX© ®f © finely spread table*

If an adulrer of th© beautiful considers it, h© may b® filled

with delight by it, but not as considered a® food to b© eaten.

A hungry man, ©a the ©ther hand, will also be filled with de

light by such a table, but only a® ordered to th® satisfae-

tlen of hunger* Mb St* Thoana remarks§ ^Solus horn© a®l®eta-

tttr is ipsa pulearttudfn© ffeaalhlXluet ®©©nnduit ©©ipsaa***®

80* ffa u®© th® word, ditiutegeetedneat* h®r® in ©rd@r to
show th© agreement of the mnoatle doctrtn© with that of th®
uodarat, anoag whom Kant la often ©redited aa having been th©
first t® discover that w® d® not regard th© beautiful aa §©»©«

A thing desired but a© sonathiag already poaaasad*«*poa©ia©d, of
t eoura®, intentionally*

§1* Callahan, oa* ©It*, pp* 7g-78*
-*• ftMif,. ftesls.* -71»« °l» «t« *» •••
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Xt Is Important to aet®, alto*- that wpui@hritu#® aoa habot

ratloaeii appetlbilit alal inauaatuu laduit ratioaem beai«"*8

r

gs* ,X Stat** B* 81, qu« 2, art. 1, ad 4u»*
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When we have ©net dlatingulahed between th© beautiful

and the good, we n®@m to bo faced with th© necessity of aa*

aertlag the absolute identity of th© beautiful and th® tru®*

For if this beautiful Is that ^h®^e wmtq apprehension eauaoe

appetitive aatltfaction* ®s we haw said ia the foregoing

aeetlon, how ean we distinguish th® beautiful from the true?

1% must, therefore, consider th© relation between th® beau

tiful and the true*

X?* The Beautiful and th© fru©

Xt la uadealabX© that th® appr®h@aal@m of any truth

«y ©ana© a certain aatlefaetioa* A®k amy raaa who la avid

after truth if his @®arch d®e® net, whan it 1® tuceeaful*

end with th© greatest and purest of Joys*

Tet a dletlnotlon aeeue poaalble* 8t* Tbmam ©peak

ing of th® tru®, wsfsarks that it, unlike th© good, roaldes

forraally la th© intellect*

***!f©ji p@v vim apputitivtm aatma habet ordlnen
ac! ip®a® re® prout in s©ipsis aunt; uade Phil*
oiophu® dlcit in ¥X Mettphytloat*, quod •boaua
®t malum1, qua© sunt oblecta appetltlvae po
tentla®, 'aunt In fpaia rebua** Via autam ap-
preheasiir® »®a trabitmr ad r®ra ©©eundutt quod
la a®lp®a est; aad ©®ga®aelt ©am aoounduu in
tention©© rat, qu®m ia Be habat wel reefplt
®@cuadun nroprium immSubs* Had© ®t ibidem did*
tur qu®d "vernai ©t faXeunw, qua© ad eognltlonea
pertinent, wa®a aunt in rebua*, a®d in meat©***
Had® patet quod rati© passions® m&gin iaw©niturOA
in part© appetitive quan in part® appr®h#nsiw*s*

**• Jtafc. theol** X, qu* 88, art* S3, ®«
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Aad, im fact,' we know from ©xperleac® that th® appreheaaloa'

of beauty calls for ebateat and net for' aa'aeut* When we

see a beautiful painting w® ar® more lik®ly t@ say, BXt ia

very good,® than "It i® very tru@#w

Fr* Callahan remark® that "there Is a closer relation

ship between th© beautiful and the good than between th®

beautiful and th® tru©* In the Thotalstie theory,* for, to*

d@ed, Fr* Callahan hold© that there 1® such, a theory, ®th©

beautiful is the good inasmuch, a® it afford® oomt@mplat.iv®

delight* ••••"•'a fhia remark seem® lapertaat* W® coaelder'

it t® be ia. perfect aee©rd with St*, fhoaas*. tea@hisgs*

klkewis®, Fr* Bather makes a clear distinction 'between

th® delight which w® experience in the true aad that which

w® gain from th® beautiful*

•••The delights which accompany th® discovery of
the truth ar® k®@m and stirring, the delights which
attend the apprehension ©f th® beautiful are gentle
aad soothing* Th® pleasures of pur© ka®wl®dg© may
be experienced ®y th® moat perverse, th® hard, th®
©old, th© cruelf they nay be felt by th® penetrat
ing intellect ©f th© tyrant when he has hit upon
son® iageniou® plan of ridding himself of a rival*
But th® satisfaction proceeding from the sight of
th® beautiful Is th® portion of the imaginative, ©f
th® generous, of th® affectionate. Her® knowledge,
k«©a aad penetrating, may lead t© hatreds th® per
ception of th© beautiful give® birth t® iove*aw.

Thus w@ not© that im Fr* Bother1® ®piml®m th® perception of

th® beautiful is not accompanied by long di®cursi®n and that

8S» Callahan, op* ®lt»* p. 38*
g@* H®ther, ®j*, eif*T~PP» 43-44*




























































