
“PHILOKALIA” AUGUSTINE’S
DE PULCHRO ET APTO e

Even though the Augustinus Lexikon makes mention of
aptum and the De pulchro el AaApto 1s usually consıdered' nothing
er than ost work‘“, areful readıng of Augustine’s recollections
in 0o0k of the Confessions provıdes ıth SOTIINC nsıght into ıts
s1ıgnıfıcance for understandıng of hIs intellectua and spirıtual CVO-
lut1ıon Behıiınd aMn Y interpretatiıon of Augustine’s remarks, 16 ıt
should be remembered AT OSse of Convert become CONVETTET., hes
the double dıfficulty of dıstınguishing hat he m1g ave hought al
the MOMent of wrıting hıs first work in from hat he nNntitende

cCommunıicate al the mMoment of drawıng the Confessions SOTIIC

t(wenty laterE g1ven that SOTNNC Key po1ints of the
ost work Can yveLl be mapped Out hrough the of 1 XMIT.
and LV, X Z ıt WOU SECIH valı exerclIse examıne at least ONEC
of ese in SOTINC ep and attempt 18 we1g 1fs importance
wıthın the Ontext of Augustine’s hought Here ıll also be the
OCCasıon for set out aSpecCts of OW research hrough the
presentatiıon of number of yeLl OPCD questions.

The three eadıng polnts of De pulchro el AaADTO that Can STl be
recovered aAIic fırstly the notion of AMAVE pulchrum, 1C Augustine

grateful for [WO mon research firom the Regard foundatıon of the
Institut d’Hıstoire de la Reformatıon in Geneva, which provıded the ea eNnvıron-
ment for the preparatıon of the present

40 the best of knowledge, the De }7ulchro el AaADtOo has rece1ved lıttle scholarly
attention and 1S discussed only ın KATO, “Melodtia Inter1or, SUT le traıte De pulchro
el apto ,  dn REA (1966), 23 9:22C) and} FONTANIER, “Sur le traıte d’Augustin
De pulchro el apto CONVENANCE, beaute el adaptatıon , RSPI, (1989) 413-421:
ell iın hıs subsequent DOOK, heaute selon saınt Augustiın (Rennes, 1998)

Augustine 1S delıberately U about hıs recollection concerning the Content of
hIis first WOrTK, ct. IV. xn a et SCIM1ps1 lıbros "De Pulchro et Apto’, DULO, duos
aut tres; SCIS. deus Na exc1dıit mıh1 Non nım habemus COS, sed aberrauerunt
nobıs NeSCIO qUO modo  HAR  9 though it mMaYy be noted that hıs subsequent COMMENITIS CON-

cerning the Circumstances in which the ork W as COMpPOSE reveal NONEC of thıs hesıta-
t10on Kato CCOUNTS for thıs discrepancy the grounds that after h1ISs elevatıon
N Augustine preferred keep sılent about ork where the Manıchean influence
WOU have been,art CI 231 In INOTE general ardy
the hypothesis that the CONVeTrtT Augustine consıdered all that had been wrıtten before
h1s Convers1ion belongıng the past and intended constitute 1CW lıbrary of hıs
Christian A, ct. Retract., 1n Bibliotheque Augustinienne, vol., l2: 31372 In anı y
asec it lıkely that Augustine W ds hımself respons1ıble for the dec1sıon let the
treatıse disappear.
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dıstinguıishes irom9 then the definıtion of pulchritudo that
which Causes attractıon hrough its attrıbutes decus and Sspecıes; and
finally, the characterıistic dıstiınction between the and the dyas
In thıs PapcCr, however, intend lımıt attention the fırst pomnt,
namely that of pulchrum and ıts implicatıons for the distinction
then developed between pulchrum and ‚D

before plungıng an Y urther into the subject, ıt 1S perhaps
useful recall something of the cContext of the Kkey from
ook Augustine starts I X11 ıth rhetorical Med culpa
concerning his OW prıde IC rendered hım 1gnorant of the iIrue

of descending‘“ love revealed hrough the Incarnatıon
and then SUCS STITESS hıs ack of an Y real nowledge g1ven that
the of his understandıng W das confined {O the corporeal
forms*. hıs poin cshould be orn in mınd ıf ATiC aier in
hat anı y subsequent change hrough h1s adherence the
Catholı1c Church m1g best be assessed. Let NO examıne
pulchrum and Nan how the CONCEpPL WOUuU ave een developed in
Augustine’s De pulchro el apto.

Amare pulchrum andpulchrum/aptum
nstead of providıng definıtion of beauty from the outsetl, ın

the Confessions 1 V, X111, Augustine ecalls formulatıng ser1es of
quest1ons esigne rather incıte INOTEC gradual reflection the
quı1ddıty of beauty: “Num aINamus alıquıd 181 pulchrum? Qui1d est
CISO pulchrum? Et quıd est pulchritudo?”. hıs nıtıal reflection the
love of the beautiful then el the followıng question: “Quı1d est
quod 19{0 allıcıt ei concılıat rebus, QUaS amamus”?”. It 1s only then that

definıtion Gl beauty 15 suggested in recapıtulatıng the idea of
pulchrum: “Nısı enım esSSC in e1s decus eft specles, nu modo 1OS ad

mouverent.”
Takıng the image of the wholeness of body COTMNIMMON

antıquıity”, Augustine ere describes the beauty of wholeness hrough

LV, X11, 19 (CC “Numquıd el pOStL descensum uıtae NON uultıs ascendere
el uluere‘? Sed qUO ascenditıs, quando in alto est1s et pOSulst1S iın caelo uestrum ?
Descendıite, ut ascendatıs., ascendatıs ad deum. Cec1distis nNnım ascendendo CONTra
eum  27

LV, X111, 50) “Haec tunc NON 1OUCTalll ef amabam pulchra inferi10ra ei ıbam In
profundum ; Ä 52) “Sed tantae re1 cardınem in arte (ua nondum u1ldebam, Omn1-
potens, quı facıs mırabılıa solus, i1bat anımus PCI formas corporeas’”; X (53)
56 ef ımagınabar formas TD Cal!‘ accusabam’”.

CT “COI'pUS”, Dictionnaitre etymologique de la langue latıne, ed Ernout/A.
Meıllet, Parıs, Plato, Tım.., 338 Cicero, De off., K XXVIL, 0® De fin., I, V9



PHILOKALIA AUGUST PULCHRO EIAPIO ‚P}

reference bodiıly perfecti1on, where the seemlıness of each part 15
determined Dy 1ts adaptatıon (6) the end of the whole® Here Augustine
employs the classıc dıstıncetion between complete and independent
beauty, IC 1S attractıve in ıtself (cf. quod DEr LDSUM; quod
NON allıcıt el concıliat rebus, qUAS AMAMUS , NOS ad mouerent) and
partial, functional, and dependent ofu Linguistically
Augustine evelops thıs notion of In relatıon ad’, S1Z2N1-
yıng PIODCI PUTDOSC, and ere Can SCC parallel between the dıs-
tinction pulchrum/aptum and the better-known example of end/means.
Since G v mMust also des1ıgnate of dırection, the pulchrum/-

distinction mplıes of the soul hrough the
attractıon of the lover owards beauty*® We Can ere postulate the tfol-
lowıng OgI1C of the dynamıcs f love: beauty Causcs love IC forms
unıty In thıs CONTEeXT 1S relatıve CONCEPL, whose PrOPCI value
Cal only be defined in terms of ıts utilıty 1ıth reference the CI-
nıng ole

It INaYy be note that both ('1cero and Plotinus share sımılar
understandıng of the beauty of the corporeal ole In presenting hıis
ideas visual beauty, the latter Oou beauty eing found In
symmetrıcal ole rather than In the indiıvıdual par Meanwhiıle
C1icero es the body be example of pulchritudo, that 15
harmon10us ole (conuenientiad) brought together hrough the
ordering of 1fs Varlous parts (CL. apta Compositione), somethıng 1C
in turn SCIVCS O stimulate (CI mouere) the CYCS and StIr of
delıght'.

the platonıc of beauty ASs eternal realıty, ELÖOC refers
NOL outward shape but rather that owledge of the Form hrough

PTIOCCSS of ascens10n, strıppıng off of the elements, Iirom
beautiful body beautıiful work, from thıs beautiful sclence,

an hence beauty se hus 1f ake al face value hat
Augustine SdaYyS iın the Confessions, hıs understandıng of amare DUul-

Hıpp. MA]J., c-2 e-294a; De fin., 1L, XIV,
Conf. 1  P X111, 519 ..  uod 1deo deceret, quon1am apte accommoOdaretur alı-

Cul, sıcut Dars COrporI1s ad unıuersum SUUumMM aut calcıamentum ad pedem eft sıiımılıa.”.
The 1CasSon why love 1S drawn beauty INaYy sımply be explaıned In platonıc

terms, where it 18 deser1ibed the desıre for that which 15 NECECSSALY 111 lacuna
complıment ımperfection. NOow beauty 15 perfect and such objective, unıversal
and transcendent and 1ts integrity thus StITrS longıing for the eternal pOsSsess1onN of
ıts g00d, cf. N, Theorie platonicienne de l’amour, arls 1908,

Enn., 1} 6,
De off. I’ XXVI, 0®
Banquet 2146
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chrum in hıs De pulchro el Aapto COUuU scarcely be taken AdS reference
thıs form of platonıc owledge, but must rather be SCCII nothing

er than bliındıng and confusıng pursuılt of “images” of the orm
hıs t1es In ıth hat he NO sought {O STITESS in hat m1g term the
“rhetoric otf convers1on”, namely that owledge of the eternal Form
1S iımposs1ıble unless NOW and love God revealed hrough the
Incarnatıon in the forma SEeFrUl. Here Augustine clearly departs from
the platonıc 19(0) and thıs despite hıs elaDboratıiıon and uUsec of sımılar
dialeectic of aSCEeNSIO. The crucı1al dıfference 15 be oun in the
recognıtion of “descens10 ” precondıtıon for aSCENSIO: “ Descen-
dıte, ut ascendatıs”.

Pulchrum el } logıe  12 of distinction

According the definıtion supplıed in De ordıne IL, Xil 30.
[CaSON cConsısts 1ın the abılıty relate and dıstingu1ish. Yet anı y
reference 1S in ıtself distinction between the referent and the referred,
OL, in perhaps closer the of Augustine, between the
CAasSsııe and that 16 needs {O be measured. eturnıng NO the
dıistiınction between pulchrum, 0 ü 1S defined DerT LDSUM and
‚D  9 in hıs OoOntext normally subordinated the condıtıon ad, the
fundamental dıfference between the [WO cshould agaın be noted 1S iın
thıs 1g that Kr clearly why Augustine explaıns both the ftting-
csSs of the and the accord of the ole ın of decentia:

1S quod ad aliquid adcommodatum deceret 110 pulchrum 15
quod DEr LDSUmM decere‘*, pomint IC ell emphasızes the [WO
categorlies of seemlıness. Here 1S confırmed hat has already een
sald, namely that pulchrum/aptum In fact irom log1c of di1s-
tinction between the aDSOlute perfect unıversal order of the ole
totum) and the ordered but relatıve propriety of 1ts partes.

OQur urther pomint ofe bDy WdYy of explaınıng the pulchru
LD  m distiınction 15 the fact that the De pulchro el apto Was dedicated

T The word “logic” 15 here being employe: nNnOotLt In the of dıalectics, but
ther coheren: PIOCCSS of reasoning designed dıstınguısh between the log1C of
hought and 1ts rhetorıical eXpress1on. Concerning the role of diıalectics in the art of
rhetorıic, SC COLAISE The StOLC Tradıtion from antıqui the early Middle
Ages, ] eıden 1985, vol., L, 53-56: Handbuch der Ilıterarıschen Rhe
torik, ünchen 1960, vol., E: 45-46; PEPIN. Saıint Augustın el Ia dialectique, in The
Saıint Augustine Lecture 1972, Vıllanova 1976, 194-210

| 4 “Ratıo est ment1is mot10, YJUaAC dıscuntur dıstınguendı el connectendiı potens
Y( 29,124)

14 Conf., LV, Ä CC 27328)
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establıshed and hıghly cultıvated S5Syrıan rhetor, ler1us. It W as

only natural that al the VvVerIYy beginnıngs of hIs CaIcelr Augustine cshould
ave looked 8 thıs SOUTCEC for approva and certaın phılosophiıcal and
rhetorical ideas WeIiIC indubitably introduced wıthın the treatise thıs
en: Now accordıng {O Quintıilian ere AICc {WO levels of9 the
ONEC al lower EVCL desıignatıng “quıd expediat” and the other hıgher
ONEC which refers °quıd deceat”. Even though both levels GCGOHCEGEIRH
the rhetorical ideal of “dıcere apte ; the 1Irs 1s elated form of
utilıty, whereas the latter had the thıcal honestum 1ts poıint of
reference‘*°. Even though pulchrum provıdes for larger than
honestum, thıs distincetion of Quintilian between the {[WO categorıes of

short-term expediency and the SUDICHIC g00d of moral
beauty nables better {O SCC how Augustine COU employ the
Ciceronıan ormula honestum/utile (O introduce h1ıs OW Og1C of
dıstınction between frul and utı in h1ıs later work De diuersis S_
Honibus octoginta frıbus

hıs then allows defend hypothesıs concerning the unıty
of Augustine’s hought in thıs respect from the time of the first ela-
boratıon of the pulchrum/aptum distiınction OWnN hıs later 1e W
the Og1C of Tul/ut1 hıs latter seeks dıstıngu1s between the final
fruition of the ultımate x00d and the PTOCCSS of knowıng how CON-

structively HSE the penultıimate approprıiate that end As
Sa  S in the earlıer formulatıon of pulchrum, beauty produces

the effect of attractıon and unıty In h1ıs De diuersis quaestionibus
octogıinta triıbus 30 the fruıtion of honestas iın terms of the intelle-
Z1bilis pulchritudo, that which desıire strongly ..  on aCCOUNT Ör
ıtself (cT. quod propter LDSUM expetendum est) 15 expounded AS the
pPOSSESSION of uOoluptas (C1 CUDETE uoluptatem). ater in the OoOntext of
the De doctrina christiana 1, Augustine provıdes clearer explanatıon
of frul, SCCI permanent adherence G0od hrough love (CL.
inhaerere) in the ultımate pOossess1on of the desired <0al, G 7 15 the
fruıtion of Irınıtarıan realıty, eadıng beatıtude (CI. facere
beatos, efficere beatus)®

For all that Cannot for ıdentity between
pulchrum and frul, an Y INOTEC han for ONC between ‚D and utı  17 yel
the underlyıng unıty of the Og1C of distiınction In thıs respect Cannot
be denı1ed The mınd has Og1C of ıts OW and ete that of Augustine

15 CIt.: 1, 511
16 De doct. christ., ;- 1V, (GE 328 1: XXXIM: 624}
1/ FONTANIER, AFrtT. C1lt., 42U: eiti;
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Can be SCCH ave operate: ıth mar degree of ConsistenCcy. It 1$
agaınst hıs background that 110 PTODOSC end thıs COomMmMUNIıCaAtION
ıth couple of questions that INaYy invıte further reflection.

111 Ome ODCH questions
Al 00 0)  en, 1n of an y kınd of Conversi1on

SUOINC form of change and ıt m1g be worthwhıiıle briefly {O consıder
Augustine’s CONnversion in thıs reSpeCT. Despıte hıs profoun: regrei NOTL

ave een able recognıze orm in all that eX1sts, ıt 1S yel
interesting LO ote that the idea of pulchrum ıtself
changed. If keep thıs In mınd kınd of Leiıtmotiv untıl hıs
oft-cıte: confession: “Sero amauı, pulchrıtudo tam antıqua el tam
Qua  77 I8 and place sıde Dy s1de the Augustine’s nıtıal question:
°Qu1 est quod NOS allıcıt el concılıat rebus, JUaS amamus ?” ıth
‘Qu1 amnı  , CUu te amo°?” then wonder 1T ıt WOUuU NnOoTt be
better qualify hIs CONversıon d form of "adjustment”, ealıgn-
ment of the 0Ca po1in of human existence, IC m1g best be
compared O the tunıng” PTOCCSS of OUT “inner melody”. Augustine’s
eXperieENEGE W ds$S wıtness the beauty of God in powerful INalnNeT
dSs nNOoTt ave een able turn AWaVY and S subjugated Dy his9
he Came both {O SC the inner form of the visıble and {O realıze hIs
PIODCI place wıthın the ole of creation. In thıs hıs CONversi1on
W ädas nNnoTt change irom the love of corporeal forms that of spırıtual
form, but rather refocusıng of the lens hrough 1C he Camme SOEC
both the visıble and the invısıble In continulty.

Here IMNaYy glımpse SUOTIC of Augustine’s or1g1inalıty in intro-
ducıng of descr1ıbing the PDIOCCSS of
adjustment mplıed Dy Convers10n, d for instance In hıs AaCCOUNT of
Victorinus’ convers1ion*. Yet hıs In turn Invıtes ask the question
d whether treatment of Augustine’s agesthetic rather pulchrıistic
sens1it1vıty should really be 1mıted (6) thıs per10 of De pulchro el apto

whether it dıd not continue provıde Key lement iın hıs e1aDO-

18 Conf., X’ XXVIL; 168 24733
19 Ibid., X’ V1, (158s.); cf. OUCET, A D N memorıiae dans les Confessions’”,

(1987) 49-69
2() Conf., V, 1V, 19) ...  eft uldebant uasa 1US erepta mundarı aptarı 1ın hono-

111 t[uum el fer1 utılıa domiıino ad INDNEC UDUS bonum.” In the SaJille lıne, Augustine
for the harmon10us adjustment of hIs soul Vırtus anımae INCAC, intra In Cam eft

COapla tıbi, ut habeas el possıdeas sıne macula el 72  ruga 2 L, 1’ 153) ©1 De
MerT. rel., AXAXIX, Cr 32,234), where Augustine employs the notion of CONueENLEN-
fa of OMO interior, go1ng further in h1is elaboration of aptum/aptarı/coaptatio.
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ratiıon of the uti/frul dıistinction, together 1ıth hıs sapıential aesthetics
of MENSUTA, ANUMeEerus and pondus. At the SdI1lle time, and provıde
LNOTC practical reflection Dy WaY of conclusıon, ıt m1g be suggested
that thıs 1dea of “amare pulchrum  27 COU provıde real challenge for
OUT understandıng of the unıty of Chrıstian AT ın dıversıty. It 1Ss
when ıth Augustine ST turn 18 G0d beauty that CcCannot
but love, and ıt 15 in thıs Context that both 1INnd1ıv1duals and COMMUNI-
t1es INaYy COMEC 18} ulfil! theır DIODCI INCASUTC, number and weıght.

Vıllanova Universıty K BURCHILL-LIMB


