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Ad Matorem Del Glorism




INTRODUCTION

At the present time there is a gr@at deal of camfuai@n
regarding the proper place of a th@ary of beauty and art in
the wadera Thomistic philosnphy. Some call such a bhsory a

omistic Esthetic amﬂ give it a plaee among philosophic
sciences separate from metaphysics, psychology aaﬁ ethies.
Those who take this view often b@lieve that their theories
£411 the place whieh Aristotle“s classification proviﬂas
for the practilcal philesophy of preduetiam.

On the other hand, there are some who comsider theories
of beauty and art as mere collections of m@taphysicai, pay-'
cholegigal and ethicel prineciples. To these men, the true
phﬁlosaphy'af production can be nothing 0£her than the primé
ciples by which a thing is made, and these primciples must
be found in a consideration of the thing to be made. For
- example, & thorough examination of the purpose of a house
will tell us how the house is to be made and will indicate
the best material and plan, while these will im tura de=-
termine the best workmen and tools.

It 1s obvious that works being written today conceraing
the nltimate and ageless questions relative to beauty and
art are speculative in cheracterj these works do not attempt
to formulate general principles to be applied to the produce
tior of particular thimgs. Whon an attempt ia made to
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define beauty and art, to explain their relstlons to other
things, to tell the purpose of art, the inquiry muat be
speculative. They are correct, therefore, who distinguish
between the practical philasOphy of productiomn and the spec-
lative inquiry concerming beauty amd art, and who 1maist
that this speculative inquiry cen only be philosophie if it
proceed by emtering the proper fielda of metaphysics, pay-
chology and ethics. , .

Yet it is not vain to collect the acatteﬁed principles
relating to beauty and art and to compose them into a theory
comparable to the mamy‘theories of esthetic, mamy,owahich
are, in fact, false, which the reading public meet daily.
Fa# each of these theories must pﬁesuppeae a aomblete phile
osophy of kmowledge, of being, of man, of nature end of
moral action. The reader, acceﬁting false theories of art
and beauty, derived from false philosophic systems, implicite
1y accepts the totality of the false system which has been
presupposed. Again, it is all importamt that the philesophy
of production be founded upor a true theory of arf agd
beauty. o

The followers of St. Thomas Agquinas have not been
asleep. They have clearly seen the need which exists, for
dangerous falsehood ought everywhere to be opposed with
truth and error with correction. In this thesis we propose
to return to the Angelic Doctor's own writings, to attempt

to discover the most important primciples from them relative
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to the various problems concerning beauty and art, and to
indicate various possible applications of these same prine-
ciples leading to a solution of the chief problems,

Conceraing beauty we shall comsider the following ques~-
tions: the situs of beauty, the nature of beauty, the relae-
tion between beauty and being, unity, goodness and truth.

We shall also consider the manner inm which beauty is appre~
hended and the manner in which we are delighted by the ap~
prehension of beautiful things. Concerming art we shall
congider the following questiomss the nature of art in gen~
eral, the problem of representatiom snd the relatiom between
art and prudence.

In comsidering all these questioms, we wish to bring for-
ward for consideration the true principles of the Angelic
Doctor, departing in no way from them, and using them to ine
dlcate the truth of the comclusions of many other wise and

learned men.



THOMISTIC BASES FOR A THEORY OF TSTHRETICS
I, The 8itus of Besuty

It is elear that two things cannot be the same in any
given thimg if the two are not really im that thinge. For

example, the content of this gless and water cannot be ore

and the same unless the gless spokem of really has content
and unless that content is really water. Now Ste Thomas
states: "quod pulchrum et bonum in subfecto quidem sunt
1dome"1l 8t. Thomas holds that goodness is objectiveg thorew
fore, following him, we must comeclude that beesuty 1s also
objective.

This comclusior 18 im agreement with the famous state»
ment of St., Augustine concerning beauty:

aaleefgngfiz; ?§§§r§§i§§§§§aiiﬁ?apgagﬁﬁiaaiggafaiﬁ

Hie mihi sime dubltatione gssp@aﬁ@b&tur, ideo de~
lectare quia pulchra sunt.

I, que B, arte 4, ad lume
‘* 89 Ce S8e
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Sts Augustine's position is that this latter response is un-
doubtedly the correct one. Further, this is in agreement
with a statement of St. Thomas comcerning the good: "Non
enlm est res boma, quia dilige eam, sed quia res bona est,
dilige eam,"®

This basic proposition, that beauty is objective, is
probably granted by every present~day scholastice And it is
not difficult to find the cause of unanimity, since, as the
eminent master, Fr., Aloysius Rother, 8. J., holds: A denisgl
of the objectivity of beauty "is opposed to wellwsstablished
conclusions, it leads to scepticism, and it, moreover, rests
on confusion of ideas,"4

Those who deny the objectivity of beauty may be divided
into two groups. Pirst, there are those who deny the objec=
tivity of reality itself. Secondly, there are those sensists
end materialists who, while admitting the objJectivity of the
extra-mental world, deny that any object is beautiful,

Now the amswer to the first of these groups would ine
volve & complete explamation of the scholastic theory of
kmowledge. We cannot, therefore, undertake such a reply here.
But the objection of the second group is a direct attack upon
our contention. We shall, therefore, reply to ite

Mr. Thomas Munro exposes the objection as follows:

Se Evangelium undum Matthaeum, c. 17.
4. Rother, Iioysiua, ﬁ J., Beauty, ,’p. 107,




| However, "beauty" 1tself cam be given a broader
definition, to Inmclude certaia kinde of "ugliness,"
or of art and life which used to be considered ugly.
By this definition the sordid and deformed, the
rough, uncouth end irregular, images of @aia and
wickedness, can all be called besutiful, especially
vhen conveyed inm an artistic form. Amygbimg<wh&oh
affords sesthétic satisfection, which people enjoy
looking at, listening to, or reading about for its
own sake would thus be"beautiful” for them. Beauty,
eocerﬁim% to this definition, is not a purely obe
Jeotive trait which things cam have in themselves,
apart from people's responses to theme It %8 a
name for these responses themselves, when they are
projected uporn the object and regarded as qualities
of the object. fuch a definition of beauty is in
the tradition of Wemes, Kant, and Thomas Brown through
Santayana, who once defined beauty as "pleasure obe
gigt&faga,“ or "pleasure regarded as a quality of the

BE»

How in replyimg to this objection it is a@mé&&aﬁy to
distinguish carefully between the object, whatever 1t may
be, with its quallities, and the omne apprehending the object
with his faoulties, influenced by his dispositioms. Eaeh
cognitive and appetitive act of the person presupposcs some
object, as seeing presupposes a colored thing and desiring
prsauyﬁoaea a desirable thinge 4nd 1t cannot be sald éhat
a desirable thing is only desirable becesuse it is desired,
because this would be to say that the act of desire is withe
out cause %ihh&a the oﬁjeaaa This would mean that every obe
Joct would be equally an objeect of desire, which is absurd,
since we elaarlé desire some things more tham others, and
ouyr ﬂe@iﬁe of the same object is fairly regular and consise
tents Likewise, therefore, it must be said that the delight
following upor the apprehension of beaﬁty i1s not without |
caunse within the object, that the object has a real capaclity

~ B Muare, Thomas, Ths Arts and Their Interrelationg




to delight one seeing its We call this eapacaﬁy'ygggﬁxoa
: Bealdes, to deny the objectivity of this @apaniﬁy to
deiighx one apprehending en object having it, iﬂ to @aﬁy,
 ~ 1&§1£01t1y at least, the bssis for all our Juﬂgmam@m of
- ‘va1ma. All men judge some objects to be besutiful and good.
We do not, for mx@mp&a, say, "I am good,” when we wish te
express our reason for tho fesire of some object. Now do
we say, "I am beeutiful,” whor we wish to explain the reason
for our delight in the apprehension of some objects But this
would be the truth of the matter if goodness amnd beauty were
entirely subjective, Heonce, to say that they are purely sube
Jective ias to deny the abllity of the intellect to formlate
any correct judgments Iim its study of valuess This, as Fr,
Rother points out, leads to scepticlsme’ Mr. Herbert Ellawbmth |
Cory sums up this argument quite neatly by @ﬂyﬁng,”“xf the
objectivity of value is ignored, then sxiclogival solipsism
is ineviteble, and the valid&by of all standards must be
Gented,"®

Fre. Leonard Callehsm, O. Ps, in his answer to the sube
Jestiviet arguments, proceeds by a process of eliminations
If the delight which follows the epprehension of am object
is not caused by comething in the object apprehended, it mé
caused by something in tho one apprehending. Now thté cause

6o Fellauiég Suarez, Disputationes

7e¢ Rother cd PRYSLCH
8s Cory, fieThert ﬁ%iawopth,‘ggﬂ Signd £

WMM» Pe &



must act either of necessity or freely:

soenOt necessarlly, however, simce this i1s contrary
to experience and conscliousness, which attest the
ineonatancy and variability of our attitude towards
beauty=-facts which are imcompatible with unerriag
and uniform operation of a faculty determined aleng
one lines Nor cen this experience be entirely free
and independent of other factorsy otherwise we could
of our own accord arouse this sentiment independently
of the presence of works of nature or of arte seses
There is but ome deduction--we do not ecreate the
esthetic impression or complacence, and consequently
it must be provoked by something wﬁaeh is not oure
pelvesy and this something not ourselves must be real
obe

it should be noted in counection whth this aprgument, that it

is not in the presence of the same object that our delight

is inconstant and vaeriable, since inm the presence of the same
- object, we know that we are ordinarily delighted to about the

seme degreeg rather, in the presence of diverse objects, we

experience different degrees of delight,

ool Saitaban, Leonaxd, 0.

e Th. 3051,
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Having shown beauty to be objective, we are now faced
with a further difficulty. VWhat things are beautiful, and
ﬂi@ what way are beautiful objects beautiful? In other words,

is besuty a tramscendental?
I, Whether Beauty is & Transcendental

8%, Thomas states: "Unumguodque est pulehrum secundpm
propriem formamg™ and agaim, "Nihil est quod non participat
pulchro et bono cum uwnumquodque sit pulehrum et bonum secune
éum propriam formam.“lo ¥Mre, Jaegues Maritain considers that
these remarks indicate that 8t., Thomas holda besuty to be a
transcendental, "St. Thomas constently affirms that the
beautiful and the good, metaphysically, are the same thing
in reality end differ only conceptually,® lr. Haritain bee
ginse But if this is true, he continues, "why should not
the besutiful be a transcendental ss well as the good?® To
complete the argument he quotes 8t, Thomas® remarks gbove,. 11

Mre. Cory, also holding beauty to he a transcendental
property of being, asks the question:

Does this mean that all objects are beauw

tiful? I engwer unflinchingly: ir so far as

they are beings, ves., In so far as they have

arrived at their perfection-~and all beings,

in contrast with nonbeinge (slc) have gomne

some @istance on the way of fulfillwentewyes,

In so far as they do not suffer from a lacke

ing, in so far as they are not privativew
yes.12

10, éP,Div. Noms, 6 &, 1o 4

11, Varitain, Jacgues, %ﬁ& and Scholasticism, ppe 138~138.
12, Cory, Ope Site, Pe 4&7e



lre. Maritain woulé undoubtedly agree, affirming the éamo;
to do so follows nocessarily if beauty.is; indeed, & tremnse
cendentale And thls proposition seems undeniable; the ergu-
ment as presented 1ls very stronge |

But there 1s by no means unanimity among modern schoe-
lastic writers on this pointe Often, those who deny that
béauty.ia a transcendental do not quote St. Thomas'® statee
ments in the Comment 2 Divine Hemes. Rather, they ree
mark that obviously many things are not beautiful, end can
be called beautiful by no extension of the terme This poe
sition seems to be more in accord with the teaching of St
Augustine, who holds beauty to be the splendor of orders
Apparently, some authors vwho follow 8t. Thomas®' teaching
on many points prefer to follow St. Augustine's on certain
questions. This procedure, in ltself, %3 not to be cone
demned. The only guestion which arises 1s thiag Is it pos~
sible to follow 8t. Thomas' dootrine om one point and to
prefer a éﬁverse‘interpmtaticm of 8t. Augustine on another
point, if thesec two polnte are closely related or intere
dependent ?

Capdinal Mercier, for cxemple, states: "What 13 beaue
tiful is good, but not 21l that 1s good is beautiful."t®
It 1s significant that the femous leader does not consider
beauty with his consideration of transcoendentals, but with

the treatlise on causality, following & section on orders

13. Cardinal Hercier, A Manual of Modern Scholastic Phile
28ophy, pe 564.



Agalin, Fr. Rother holds thet things are not called
beautiful unless they are conspicuously perfecte And theree
fore, he saye that strictly spealking, not everything e
beautifuls Beauty s not a transcendemtale On the other
hand, all things ere potentially beautiful, inesmch as
they may enter into the comstitution of beautiful objectse
A worn and chipped brick, for exemple, would not be itsélf
beautiful, but 1t might be called beautiful in&smnoh ee it
might participate the beouty of an anclient end lovely castle
of which it might be a part.l?

Is it possible, that sdmitting all things to be beauti-
ful, we can escape the cenclusicn that beauty 1s a transcen-
dental?

Fre Henri‘nenard, 8s Jop, suggests:

We say, nevertheless, that "ths beeutiful®
rtekes both of “the good®™ and of "the true®,
t partakes of "the good" because 1t quiets the
appetitey and of "the true® because 1t 1s Imowle

edge, vision, objective union. "The beautiful®,

therefore, although transcendental, is not a

distinct trenscendental concept for it is cone

teined én the motion of "the true" and of “the
3@05“01

But this doss not seem eufficlent for the solutlon of the
problems If all the transcendentals are the sams in the

thing, and i1f all d4iffer In the mind, as Maritaln says,

why then is beauty not & trenscendental as well as the good?
The question may very well be: Do these conditioms sufficiently
felimit a2 concept so that it is a transcendental?

14, Rother, o %ggg Ppe 116117,
18: Ranara: ﬁggr » : J.: Philosophy of Beingz, p. 181,



Fre Callahan suggests a distinction. "Everything in
nature is beautiful Iif we comsider it wholly im regard te
its specific typevsefor the nature s the ideal with which
the individual should conform.® This seems to be an affire
mation of transcendental truth, rather than of beauty. Then
he comtinues: "But everythimg 1s not formally beautiful as
it exlsts in a state of singularity.® The conclusion is
that beauty "dees not belong to the oprder of Transcendene
tals (aie).“zs The aifficulty with this argument is that
beauty is objective, as we have shown above. Things do
not exlst as specific types but as aslmgulars. Therefere,
1f things are not beautlful as they exlst, they are not
beautiful at alls This argument la Iin confliet with St.
Thomas' position that there is nothing whieh does not papw
ticipate in beauty.

This brings us to an impasse. It seems we must elither
admit that 8t. Thomas lg correct, and admit that besuty s
8 trenscendental; or we deny that 8t. Thomes is correct ané
hold that some things do not participate in bLeauty. Does
this exhauet the possible courses?

It seems teo us doubtful that it does. If beauty is,
indeed, a transcendental, 1t i1s strange that 5t. Thomas dees

not say soe+’ Perhaps, them, there is some explasnation

16. Qallﬁm E,_ oit Pe T6e

7. : i, a%ﬁ. 5te Thomaa enumerates the
transcen ea als uezag @&s@inet ons and discusses them. He
does not imclude beauty. Hr. Maritein finds an affirmation

(over)
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possible, which may admit the truth of Ste Thomas® siatee
ment but etill can deny that beauty ie a transcendentale

- To produce such sn explanation, h@%@V@r,'ia a task which

we must leave for others, ss being too great for our

present ability.

in the 1@9&?*35éét&ma of baauty with goodness sublec
( ‘Theols, I, que arts 4, ad lume.) Bubt since the state=
doee not @xyliaaﬁiy demand that beauty be a transcendene

tal, 4t seems to us that some other solution might be found.




Thue leaving the answer to the questlon: "Is beauty &
trenscendental?” for others, we proceed to a comsideration
of beauty in relation Lo the good. This relationehip is
explained by St. Thomas, and we belisve that 1t 1s of great

importance for a full knm@i@ﬁg@ of besuty to give zcome cone

gideration to the words of the Angelic Doctor on this
subjecte
III. The Beautiful and the Good

S8te Thomas statest

seaguod pulehrum et bonum in sublecto guidem

sunt idem, quia super e¢anden rem fundantur, scile-
licet super formemg et propter hoe, bonum landaw
tur ut pulchrume 8ed ratione differunt. Fam bo-
num proprie respicit appetitumg est enim bonum
quot omnia appetunte Et idec habet rationem {ie
nis, nam appetitus est quasi quidam motus ad rem.
Pulebrum autem respicit vim ceguaa@itivami pule
chra enim dicuntur quae viea placente ces &

Again he statest

seaquod pulchrum est idem bono sole raticne dife
ferense. Cum onim bonum sit quod omnia appetunt,
de patione bonl est qued in eo guietetur appetie
tusy sed ad rationem pulehri pertinet qued in

eive aspectu seu cognitione guletetur aypetitus‘lg
In these two brief statoments the Angelle Doetor draws a

cleoar distinction betwoen the beautiful and the goods

When an object is considered as desireable simply, thea

we call it goody when an object is comnsidered as desirable

18+ Sume Theole, I, qu. 5, art. 4, ad lum,
19, Bum. Theol., I~II, que 87, art. 1, ad Sune

b |
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for the purpose of cognitive consideration, then we cell it
hoautif&l. App@tiﬁ@ raeste in the very posession of th@vgond,
but cognitive appetite élam reats in the mere apprehension of
the beautiful. |

Both beauty end goofiness are founded on the form of the
roalitys It iz important concerning this point to turm back
at the outset any materialistic Interpetation of form. It
ghould be noted that the form of which St. Thomes speaks
here 1z not the shape or fligure, which is a mere agaideaﬁal
guality, but 1e rather the primary form by which s thing is
constituted in being, and through which comee 2ll 4its actue
elity and perfection,.

Az & result of this distinction between the beautiful
and the good, we should note the disinterestelness of man
in regard to besutiful thinge considered ae b&&&tif&lmao
Fr. Callahan takes the example of a finely spread tables
1€ an edmirer of the beautiful considers it, he may be filled
with delight by it, but rot as consldered aes food to be eaten.
A bungry man, on the other hand, will aleo be filled with de~ .
1ight by such & teble, but only as ordered to the satisface
tion of huﬁg@mmm 8te Thomas remarks: "Solus homo Jdelectaw

tur in ipsa pulchritudine sensidilive seoundum a@iyaam.”ae

20, We use the word, disi ngs, here in order teo
showr the agreement of the Thomigtie %ac;r§n@ with that of the

moderns, among whom Hant is often oredited ms having been the

firet to discover thet we do not regard the beautiful ez some-
thing desired but as sowething ealready posessed--posessed, of

courge, intentiomallye.

21. Callahan, op, clte, DPPo 78=73e
22, Sum, zmg’;:m.#“‘, s 01, arts 5, co-
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It is important to note, slse, that "pulshritude non habet
ratlonem appetibilis nisi imguantum imdult ratlionem boni,"8S

23, I Segts, Vs 31, que 2, art. 1, ad dum.
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When we have once distinguished between the beautiful
and the good, wo seen to be faced with tho necessity of age
serting the absolute 1dentlty of the besutiful and the truee.
For 1f the beautiful is that whose mere apprehension ceuses
appetitive satisfaction, as we have sa2ild in the Toregoing
soction, how can we dlptingulsh the bPeauntiful from the trus?
We must, therefore, consider the relation between the beauw
£1fml end the true,

IVe The Beautiful and the True

It 1¢ undeniable that the epprehensiom of any truth
may cause a certain satlisfaction. Ask any men who i1s avid
aftor truth if his search does not, when it is sucessful,
end with the greatest and purest of jJovse.

Yot a distinction seems possibles 8t Thomas spoake
ing of the true, remaerks that 1t, unlike the good, resides
formally in the intellect.

ecooliom per vim appetitivam anima habet ordinem
ad ipsas res prout in seipsis sunty unds Phile
osophus dicit in VI Metephysicae, quod 'bonum
at malum?, quae sunt obiecta appetitivae po-
tentine 3aumt in ipsis rebus.' Vis autem ap-
pr@h@naiva non trahitur ad rem secundum quod

in seipsa est; sod cognoscit eam secundum ine
tontionem rel, quam In se habat vel reciplt
secundumn groyrium modume Unde et ibidem dici-
tur quod "verum ¢t falsum®, quae ad cognitionem
pertinent, "non sunt Iin rebus, sed in mente."
Unde patet quod ratlo pasaﬁania megle {nvenitur
in perte appetitive quam in parte appreh@aaiva.gé

24. mm, I, que 22, art. 2, 6



An@, in fact, we kmow from experience that the apprehensionm

of beauty calls for censent and not for assent. When we
see a beautiful painting we are more likely to say, "It is
very good," than "It is very true."

Pr. Callahan remarks that "there is a closer relatiome
ship between the beautiful and the good tham beitween the
beautiful and the true. In the Thomistic theory,® for, ine
deed, Fr. Callahan holds that there iz such a theory, "the
beautiful is the good Imasmuch as 1t affords contemplative
delights ++."20 This remark seems important. We consider
it to be im perfect accord with 8t., Thomas' teachings.

Likewise, Fr., Rother makes a clear distimction between
the delight which we experience in the true and that whick
we gain from the beautiful.

sesThe delights which accompany the discovery of

the truth are keen and stirring, the delights which

attend the apprehension of the beautiful are geatle

and soothinmg. The pleasures of pure knowledge may

be experienced by the most perverse, the hard, the

eold, the crusl; they may be felt by the pemetrate

ing intellect of the tyrant when he has hit upom

some ingenious plan of ridding himself of a rival.

But the satisfactlion proceeding from the sight of

the besutiful is the portiom of the imeginative, of

the gemerous, of the affectionate. IHMere knowledge,

keen and penetrating, may lead to hatred{ the gev-
ception of the beautiful gives birth to love.2

Thus we note thet in Fr, Rother's opinion the perception of

15

the beautiful is not accompanied by long discursion and that

26, Callahan, oOp. gits, pe 38
26. Rother, op, cit., pp. 43-44.


























































































