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6 Introduction

Notes

1. For the most thorough discussion of various kinds of definition, see Richard
Robinson, Definition, Oxford, 1950.

2. Consider the following three sentences: (1) “a hexapod v an animal haviog
six feet”s (2) “hexapod’ means an animal having six teet™ (3) 7 hexapod’
means the same s ‘an animal having six feet. ™ Statement 1 ogives us the
necessary aund sufficient conditions of something’s being a hexapod. Statement b
defines the word “hexapod”™ and gives us the necessary and suffidient conditions
of its conect application to something. Statement $ tells us that two phrases, ™
hesapod™ and an animal having six feet,” are synionymots and may therefore
Le sulstituted for one another in o sentence without altering, the sense of the
senterice, Al three are commmonly called “definitions.” But 1 s sometimes said
to express an analylic proposition, according to Kant's use of the term, or to be
an analysis of the concept of a Bexapod: or the proposition it expresses is said
to be tue by definition. For W2 or 3 expresses o true statement about what
the word "hexapod” means, then 1o by substitution, reduces cither o ™a
hexapod is a hexapod” or “an animal having six feet is an animal having six
feet"— which is clearly @ tantology. Similarly, if 1 expresses an analytic proposi-
Gon, one that s indeed true by delimition, then there must be some such
sentenice as 2 or 3 that_expresses a true proposition about the meaning of the
word “hexapod” and relative to which the proposition expressed by 1 s
analytic or truc by dehinition. In this way 1, 2, and 3 may be said to he
cquivalent.

Although “a hexapod is an animal having six feet” tells us what atl, and only,
hesapods have in common, it does not rule out the possibility tha all, and
only, hexapods may have other features i comman; it they do, however, the
statemnent that they do is not a detinition of a hexapod.

4. For Bell's views on literature, see his “The ‘Ditference’ of Literature,” New
Republic, 33 (1922), 18-19..

PAUL OSKAR KRISTELLER

The Modern System of the Arts

1

Tm-. FUNDANMENTAL IMPORTANCE of the eighteenth century in the his-

tory of aesthetics and of art criticism is gencrally recognized. To be
sure, there has been a great variety of theories and currents within the
last two hundred years that cannot be casily brought under one common
(lynmninl;ltm‘. Yet all the changes and controversies of the more recent
past_presuppose certain fundamental notions which go back to that
classical century of modern aesthetics. It is known that the very term
"{\ést{letics” was coined at that time, and, at least in the opinion of some
l_ustormns, the subject matter itself, the “philosophy of art,” was invented
in that comparatively recent period and can be applied to earlier phases
of Western thought only with reservations. It is also generally agreed that
such dominating concepts of modern aesthetics as taste and seatiment,
genius, originality and creative imagination did not assume their definite
n}()dcrn meaning hefore the eighteenth century. Some scholars have
rightly noticed that only the cighteenth century produced a type of liter-
ature in which the various arts were compared with each other and
discussed on the basis of common principles, whercas up to that period
treat.iscs on poetics and rhetoric, on painting and architecture, and on
music had represented quite distinct branches of writing and were
!)rim;lrily concerned with technical precepts rather than with general
ideas. Finally, at-least a few scholars have noticed that the term “Art,”
with a capital Arand in its modern sense, and the related term "Fine
Arts” (Beaux Arts)-originated in all probability in the eighteenth century.
In this paper, 1 shall take all these facts for granted, and shall con-
centrate instead on a much simpler and in a sense more fundamental
point that is closely related o the problems so far mentioned, but does
Fr.om‘ jnur.nnl of the History of Ideas, 12 (1951), pp. 465-527; 12 (1952), pp.
17-46. Copyright 1951, 1978, Journal of the History of Idras, Inc. Reprinted by

permission of the Journal of the History of [deas and the author. The footnotes

have been omitted bere awd may be found in the original articles published in
Journal of the History of Ideas.
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not seen to have received sufficient attention in its own right. Although
the terms “ArL” “Fine Ms” or “Beaux Arts” are often identified with
the vistal arts alone, they are also quite commonly understood in a
broader sense. In this broader meaning, the term “Ar(” comprises above
all the five major arts ol painting, sculpture, architecture, music and
poctry. ‘These five constitute the heducible nue lcus of the modern system
of the arts, on which all writers and thinkers scem to agree. On the other
hand, certain other arts are sometimes added to the scheme, hut with
less regularity, depending on the dilterent views and interests ol the
authors concerned: gardening, engraving and the decorative arts, the
dince and the theatre, sometimes the opera, and fnally cloquence and
prose hicerature.

The basic notion tha the five "major arts” constitite an arca all by
themselves, dearly seprvated by common chaviacteristics from the cralts,
the scicnces and other human activities, has been taken for granted by
most writers on aesthetics from Kant to the present day. It is freely em-
ployed even by those critics of art and literature who profess not to
Lelieve in “aesthedics™; and it is accepted as a mateer ol course by the
general public of amateurs who assign to “Art” with a capital A. that
ever narrowing area of modern life which is not occupied by science,
religion, or prm‘lir;ll pursuits. 4 .

It is my purpose here to show that this system of the five major ‘urts.
which underlies all modern aesthetics and is so familiar to us all, is of
comparatively recent origin wnd did not assunie definite shape before the
cighteenth century, although it has nmany ingredicnts which Bo back 10
cassical, mediceval and Renaissance thought. I shall not try o discuss any
metaphysical theories of beauty or any particular theories concerning
one or mare ol the arts, let alone (heir acural history, but only the sys-
tematic grouping together of the five major arts. This question Ad()cs not
direct)y concern any specific changes oy achievements in (hf? various arts,
but primarily their relations to cach other and their place in the general

' ¢ hy

has 1 e

estern cult 5 as heen overlooked by
most historians of aesthetics and of literury, musical or artistic theortes,
it is hoped that a briel and quite tenative study may |lnl‘nw l.ighl on some
of the problems with which modern aestheties and its historiography

have been concerned.

I1

The Greek term for Art {réxen) and its Latin equivalent (ars) do not
specifically denote the “fine arts™ in the modern sense, lml} were a!)plied
to all kinds of human activities which we would call crafts or sciences.
Moreover, whereas modern aesthetics stresses the fact that Art cannot be
learned, and thus olten becomes involved in the curious endeavor 1o
each the unteachable, the ancients wlways understood by Art something
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that can be taught and lewrned. Ancient statements ubout Art and the
arts have often been read and understood as il they were meant in the
modern sense of the hine arts. This iay in some cases have led to fruitful
errors, but it does not do justice to the original intention of the ancient
writers. When the Greek authors hegan to oppose Art to Nature, they
thought of human activity in general. When Hippocrates contrasts Art
with Life, he is thinking of wedicine, and when his comparison is re-
peated by Gocethe ov Schiller with relerence to poetry, this merely shows
the long way of change which the werm Arc hud traversed by 1800 from
its original meaning. Plato puts art above mere routine because it pro-
ceeds by rational principles and rules, and Aristotle, who lists Art among
the so-called intellectual virtues, charvacterizes it as a kind of activity
based on knowledge, in a definition whose influence was felt through
many centuries. 'The Stoics also defined Art as a system of cognitions, and
it was in this sense that they considered moral virtue as an art of living.

The other central concept of modern acsthetics also, beauty, does not
appear in ancient thought or literature with its specific modern connota-
tions. The Greek tenm xardr and its Latin equivalent (pulchrion) were
never neatly or consistently distinguished from the moral good. When
Plito discusses heauty in the Symposium and the Phacdrus, he is speaking
not merely of the physical heauty of human persons, but also of beautiful
habits of the soul and of beautiful cognitions, whereas he fails completely
to wention works of art in this connection. An incidental remark made
in the Phaedruy and elaborated by Proclus was certainly not meant to
express the madern riad ol Truth, Goodness and Beauty. When the
Stoics in one of their famous stitements connected Beauty and Goodness,
the context as well as Cicero’s Latin rendering suggest that they meant by
“Beauty” nothing but moral goodness, and in wrn understood by “good”
nothing but the useful. Only in later thinkers does the speculation about
“beauty” assume an increasingly “aesthetic” significance, but without
ever leading to a separate system of aesthetics in the modern sense.
Panactius identifies moral beauty with decorumy, a term he borrows from
Aristode’s Rhctorie, and consequently likes to compare the various arts
with each other and with the moral tife. His doctrine is known chiefly
through Cicero, but it may also have influenced Horace. Plotinus in his
famous treatises on beauty is concerned primarily with metaphysical and
cthical problems, but he does include in his treatment of sensuous beauty
the visible beauty of works of sculpture and architecture, and the audible
beauty of music. Likewise, in the speculations on beauty scattered through
the works of Augustine there are references to the various arts, yet the
doctrine was not primarily designed for an interpretation of the “fine
arts.” Whether we can speak of aestheties in the case of Plato, Plotinus or
Augustine will depend on our definition of that term, but we should cer-
tainly vealize that in the theory of beauty o constderition of the avts s
quite absent in Phuo and secondary in Plotinus and Augustine.

Let us now turn to the individual arts and to the manner in which
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they were evaluated and grouped by the ancients. I’}nc}ry was ulways‘
mo;l highly respected, and the notion that the .lmcl is l/lh])ll'(’(l l):,r' .th
AMuses goes ek to Homer and Hesiod The Latin tevm (vales) also sug-
gests an old link between poctry and religious prophecy, and Pla}c: {s
hence drawing upon an early notion when in the Phaedrus he consic e}xls
poctry one ol the Torms of divine madness. However, we shmlld ;|l.\(‘x‘1‘c-
member that the same conception of poctry is expressed with a certan
irony in the fon and the Apology, and that cven the lecdrus. the
divine madness of the poet is compared with that of the l(')ver :}n(l of the
religious prophet. There is no mention of the “fine arts” in lln.s l"‘“‘“g{”
and it was left to the late sophist Callistratus to transier Plato’s concept
of inspiration to the art of sculpture. ' e
Among all the “hne-arts”™ it was certainly poctry about whu.h Plato .m't‘
most 1o say, especially in the Reprblic, but the u*ct:m.nen( given (’0 it ,lb
neither systematic nor friendly, but suspiciously similar to the one he
gives to rhetoric in some of his other writings. Aristotle, on the (.)ll\f{r
hand, dedicated a whole treatise to the theory of poctry and (IF;tls with it
in a thoroughly systematic and constructive fas!non. 1 he‘: Poctics not ox?ly
contains a great number of specific ideas which exercised a lusu‘ngf x;1~
fluence upon Jater criticism; it also established a pc‘rmanem place .lm;lle
theory of poetry in the philosophical encyclopaedia of kn()wle(lge.. 1e
mutual influence of poetry and cloguence had been a permanent feature
of ancient literature ever since the time of the Saphists, ;n.ul the close
relationship between. these two branches of li(emam‘evrcccwcd a the.()-
retical Toundation through the proximity of the Rhietoric and the Poetics
in the corpus of Aristotle’s works. Mu?'eovcr, since the order of the
writings in the Aristotelian Corpus was mler].)rete(.l IISV‘CIH‘I)’ as l.l\c.colm‘-
mentators of late antiquily as a scheme of (>l;|ssnﬁrzm0n‘(or the l)hll()b()l.) 1'1-
cal disciptines, the place of the Rhetoric and the Poctics ’:nftcr the Al.(\)glC.lll
writings of the Organon: established a link- I)em'e‘cf) logic, rhetoric anc
pr)cti(s that was em]‘gim‘sjzcz(i by some of ih(:. Avabic comme
eflects of which were felt down to the Renaissance.
Music also held a high place in ancient thought; yet it should be re-
membered that lhcf(iu:ci_ term JLONTRI), which is derived from ‘lhc Mu.ses,
originally comprised much more than we underslnpd .I)y music. Musical
education, as we can_still see in Plato’s Republic, induded not only
music, but also poetry.and the dance. Plato and ::\1:isl<)llc, who also em-
ploy the term music in -the more specific sense familiar to us, do n'ot lreat‘
music or the dance as separate arts but rather as elexxxet}ls of certain Lypes
ol poetry, especially of lyric and dramatic poetry. lh-Cl:C is re.a:son to
believe that they were thus clinging to an older tradition V.Vhlt'll was
actually disappearing in their own time through the emancipation f)_[
instrumental music from poctry. On the other hand, the }’ythfngorean dis-
covery of the numerical proportions underlying the n.msxcnl 1.ntervals ‘led
to a theoretical treatment of music on 2 mathematical basis, and con-

The Modern System of the Arts 11

scquently musical theory entered into an alliance with the mathematical
sciences which is already apparent in Pliato’s Republic, and was to last far
down into early modern times.

When we cousider the visual arts of painting, sculpture and architec-
ture, it appears that their social and intellectual pre.\lig’c in :mliquixy
was nuch fower than one might expect from their actual achievements
or from occasional enthusiastic remarks which date for the most part
from the Faer centuries. 1t is true that painting was compared to poetry
by Simonides and Plato, by Avistotle and Horace, as it was compared to
rhetoric by Cicero, Dionysius of Halicarnassus and other writers. Tt is
also true that architecture was included among the liberal arts by Varro
and Vitruvius, and painting by Pliny and Galen, that Dio Chrysostom
comparcd the art of the sculptor with that of the poct, and that Phi-
lostratus and  Callistratus wrote enthusiastically about painting and
sculpture. Yet the place of painting among the liberal arts was explicitly
denied by Seneca and ignored by most other writers, and the statement of
Lucian that everybody admires the works of the great sculptors but would
not want to be a sculptor onesell, seems to reflect the prevalent view
among writers and thinkers. The term &juovpyds, commonly applied to
painters and sculptors, reflects their low social standing, which was re-
lated to the ancient contempt for manual work. When Plato compares
the description of his ideal state to a pamting and even calls his world-
shaping god a demiurge, he no more enhances the importance of the
artist than does Aristotle when he uses the statue as the standard example
for w product of human art. When Cicero, probably reflecting Panaetius,
speaks of the ideal notions in the mind of the sculptor, and when the
Midte Platonists and Plotinus compare the ideas in the mind of God
with the concepts™of the visual artist they go one step further. Yet no
ancient philosopher, as far as I know, wrote a separate systematic treatise
on the visual arts 61 assigned 10 them a prominent place in his scheme
ol knowiedge. o

If we want to find -in classical philosophy a link between poetry, music
and the fine arts, it is provided primarily by the concept of imitation
(pfppres). Passages have been collected from the writings of Plato and
Aristotle from which it appears quite clearly that they considered poetry,
music, the dance, painting and sculpture as different forms of imitation.
This fact is significant so far as it goes, and it has influenced many later
authors, cven in the cighteenth century. But aside from the fact that
none of the passages has & systematic character or even enumerates all of
the “fine arts” together, it should be noted that the scheme excludes
architecture, that music and the dance are treated as parts of poetry and
not as scparute arts, and that on the other hand the individual branches
or subdivisions of poetry and of music scem to be put on a par with
painting or sculpture. Finally, huitation is anything but a laudatory
category, at least for Plato, and wherever Plato and Aristotle treat the
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“bnicative arts” as a distinct group within the larger dlass of “arts,” this
group seenis o include, besides the “fine arts” in which we are interested,
other activities that are less “fine,” such as sophistry, or the use of the
mirror, of magic uicks, or the imitation of animal voices. Morcover,
Aristotle’s distinction bewtween the arts of nccessity and the arts of
pleasare is quite incidental and does not identiy the arts of pleasure
with the “fne” or ceven ihe imitative s, and when it is empha-
sized that he includes music and drawing in his scheme ol education in
the Politics, it should be added that they shave this place with grammar
(writing) and arithmetic.

The final ancient attempts at a classification of the more important
huanan arts and sciences were made after the time of Plato and Aristotle,
They weve due partly 1o the endeavors of rival schools of philosophy and
rhetoric to organize secondary or preparatory education into a system of
clemennry disciplines (v ¢yxicdw). This system ol the co-called “liberal
arts”” was subject to a number of changes and fluctuations, and its de-
velopment is not known in all of its earlier phases. Cicero often speaks of
the liberal arts and of their mutual connection, though he does not give
a precise list of these arts, but we may be sure that he did not think of
the “fine arts” as was so often believed in modern times. The definitive
scheme of the seven liberal arts is found only in Martianus Capella:
grasnmar, rhetoric, dialectic, aritlhunetic, geometry, astronoiny, and music.
Other schemes which are similar but not quite identical are found in
many Greek and Latin authors before Capella. Very close to Capella’s
scheme and probably its source was that of Varre, which incuded
medicine and architecture in addidon to Capella’s seven arts. Quite
shimilar also is the scheme underlying the work of Sextus Empiricus. It
contains only six arts, omittng logic, which is treated as one of the
three parts of philosophy. The Greek author, Sextus, was conscious of the
dilference between the preliminary disciplines and the parts of philos-
ophy, whereas ihe Laiin auihors who had no native tradid [
soplucal instraction were veady to disregard that distinction. If we compare
Capella's scheme ol the seven liberal arts widv the modern system of
the “fine ares,” the differences ave obvious. Of the fine arts only music, un-
derstood as musical theovy, appears wmong the liberal arts. Poetry is not
listed among them, yet we know from other sources that it was closely
linked with grammar and rhetoric. 'The visual arts have no place in' the
scheme, except for occasional attempts at inserting them, of which we
have spoken above, On the other hand, the liberal ares include gramunay
and logic, mathematics and astronomy, that is, disciplines we should
ciassify as sciences.

The same picture is gained from the distribution of the arts among
the nine Muses. It should he noted dhat the number of the Muses was
not fixed before a comparatively late period, and that the auempt (o
assign particutar arts to individual Muses is still later and not at all
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. in these fate schenes are the various
music, with eloquence, history, the dance,
! astronomy. In other words, just as in the schemes
ZH"S, LIS T} lll(_' h(h('lll(.'.\ I()l'
grouped with some of the sciences,
Antiquity knew no Muse of
invented by the allegorists of
fine arts which constiture the

uniform. However, the arts listed
brinches of poetry and of
grammar, geometry, and

of the liberal
the Muses poetry and music are

. .whcrcus the visual arts are omitted.
painting or ol sculpture; they had o be
the carly modern centuries. And the five
in antiquiy, b o< .m-nflcrn system were not grouped together
n , Pt quite different company: poetry stays usually with
grammar and rhetoric; music is as close 1o mathematics and uslronoymy as

it is : f ry; i
s to the dance, and poctry; and the visual arts, excluded from the realm
of the Muses and of the liberat

arts by most authors, u atisfi
' . s,omst be satisfied
with the modest company of the

other manual cralis,

aesthotic e, ity ke no a)'sl.cu\.s or cluhm‘ntc_ concepts of an
' ' 5 rely a nuwher of scattered notions ang sugges-
tions that exercised a lasting influence down 1o modern times but had ¢
b.e carefully selected, taken out ol their context, rearvanged rcen;()ho
sized and reinterpreted or misinterpreted before they could i)e milli' ;:1
as buil‘ding matcerials for aesthetic systems. We have to admit :lee
co.nc]usmn, distasteful to many historians of acsthetics but gru(; ingly ; \!
mittedt by inost of them, that andient writers and thinkers lhgllf; Y_‘“ .
h‘(mtul‘wilh exeetlent works of wit and quite susceptible l(; (h;irg-ll\'::m-
were neither able nor eager 10 detach the aesthetic quality of thcse(w‘o ";("
of art from their intellectual, moral, religious and practical fli\l]Cliol\ll)ls'
content, or to use such an aesthetic quality as a standard for grouping

lhc. fine arts together or for making them the subject of a comprehensive
philosophical mterpretition, A

Thus clussical antiquity feft

I
The carly Middle Ages fnherited frow 1
the seven liberal arts that ¢
fication of human knowl(edgc

ate ;uniqnily the scheme ol
rved not only for a comprchensive ¢lassi-
il e b bhut also lt)r- the 1’1:1‘1‘1’(11](\}11 of the monastic

| ‘.s( 1ols down 1o the twel{th century. The subdivision of
l!u: seven arts o the Frivium (grammar, rhetoric, dialectic) and Quad-
rvinm Gvithmetie, geometry, astronoimy and music) see ‘ e
emphasized since Civolingian times. |
quitte alier the growth of le
The dassification scheme

ms 1o have been
. This classificiiion became inade-
arning in e owelfth and thivteenth centuiies.,
. scher f“[_l,hc lwclflh ('Cl?lllr)’ reflect differem attempts
) o e the traditional system of the liberal arts with the threefold
division of |)h||mn|)hy (logic, ethics and physics) known through Isidore
and widi l.hc divisions of knowledge niade by Aristotle or l):ll:cd ;)1(1 (:llt,
order of his writings, which then hegan to become known 1hr6ngh I,;ui‘af

translau X sreek T i
anslations lrom the Greek and Arabic. The rise of the universities also
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established philosophy, medicine, jurisprudence and theology as new and
distinct subjects outside the Liberad arts, and the latter were again re-
duced from the status of an encyclopacdia of secular knowledge they had
held in the earlier Middle Ages o that of preliminary disciplines they
had hedd originally in Lue andquity, On the other hand, Hugo of St
Victor was probably the hirst to lormulate a scheme of seven mechanical
arts corresponding to_the seven liberal arts, and this scheme influenced
many important authors of the subsequent period, such as Vincent of
Beauvais and Thomas Aquinas. The seven mechanical arts, like the seven
liberal arts carlier, also appeared in artistic representations, and they are
worth listing: lanificiuom, anmatura, navigalio, agricultura, venatio, wedi-
cina, theatrica {Tabric making, armament, commerce, agriculture, hunt-
ing, medicine, theatrics). Architecture as well as various branches of
sculpture and of painting are listed, along with several other cralts, as
subdivisions of armatura, and thus occupy a quite subordinate place even
among the mechanical arts. Music appears in all these schemes in the
company of the mathematical disciplines, whereas poctry, when men-
tioned, is closcly linked to granunar, rhetoric and logic. The fine arts are
not grouped together or singled ont i any of these schemes, but scattered
among various sciences, cralts, and other human activities of a quite
disparate nature. Diflerent as are these schemes from each other in
detail, they show a persistent general pattern and continued to influence
later thought.

If we compare these theorctical systemss with the reality of the same
period, we find poetry and music among the subjects taught in many
schools and universities, whereas the visual arts were confined to the
artisans’ gui]dsﬁ; in which the painters were sometimes associated with the
druggists who prepared their paints, the sculptors with the goldsmiths,
and the architects with the masons and carpenters. 'The treatises also that
were mmcn on. ])ouxy and rhetoric, on music, and on some of the arts
and crafts, HTICH Iy technic
professional . (l
with the o

The ver

wstrictly tec
acter and show no l(‘n(luu) to link any of these arts

s or_with philosophy.

yeoncept of “art” retained the same comprehensive meaning it
had possessed :in antiquity, and the same connotation that it was teach-
able. And-he term artista coined in the Middle Ages indicated either the
craftsman_or the student of the hiberal arts. Neither for Dante nor for
Aquinas hasiahe term Arc the meaning we associate with it, and it has
been emphasized or adinitted that for Aquinas shoemaking, cooking and
juggling, grammar and arithmetic are no less and in no other sense artes
than painting and sculpture, poetry and music, which latter are never
grouped together, not even as imitative arts.
On the other hand, the concept of beauty that is occasionally discussed
by Aquinas and somewhat more emphatically by a few other medieval
philosophers is not linked with the arts, fine or otherwise, but treated

The Modeirn System of the Arts 15

primartly as a metaphysical attribute ol God and of his creaton, starting
from Augusune and from Dionysius the Arveopagite, Awmong the trans
cendentals or most general atuibutes of being, pule Iovune does not appear
in thitteenth-century philosophy, although it is considered as a general
concept and treated in close connection with borwvm. The question
whedier Beauty is one ol the wanscendentals has become a subject of
controversy among Neo-Thomists. This is an interesting sign ol their
varying attitnde toward modern aesthetics, which some of them would
like to incorporate in a philosophical system based on Thomist principles.
For Aquinas himsell, or for other mediceval philosaphers, the question is
meaningless, for even il they had posited pulchrion as a transcendental
concept, which they did not, its meaning would have been diflerent from
the modern notion of artistic heawty in which the Neo-Thomists are in-
terested. Thus it is obvious that there was artistic production as well as
artistic appreciation in the Middle Ages, and this could not fail to find
occasional expression in literature and phifosophy, Yet there is no
medieval concept or system of the Fine Arts, and il we want to keep
speaking of medieval acsthetics, we must admit that its concept and sub-
ject matter are, for better or for worse, quite different from the modern
philosophical discipline,

v

The period of the Renaissance brought about many important changes
in the social and cultural position of the various arts and thus prepared
the ground for the later development of acsthetic theory. But, contrary
to a widespread opinion, the Renaissance did not formulate a system of
the fine arts or a.comprehensive theory of aesthetics.

Early Italian humanism, which in m;my respects continued the gram-

matical and rhetori

es, not mercly nro-
vided the old Trivium wnh a new :m(l more ;nnhi[ious name (Studia
humanitatis) but also increased its actual scope, content and significance
in the curriculum of the schools and nniversities and in its own extensive
literary production. The Studia lnomanitatis excluded logic, but they
added 1o the traditional grammar and rhetoric not anly history, Greck,
and moral philosophy, but also made poetry, ouce a sequel ol grammar
and rhetorie, the imost important member of the whole group. It is oue
that in the lourtcenth and fifteenth centuries poetry was understood as
the ability o write Latin verse and to interpret the ancient poets, and
that the pocuy which the humanists defended against some of their
theological contemporaries or for which they were crewned by popes
and cmiperors was a quite different thing from what we understand by
that name. Yet the name poetry, meaning at first Latin poetry, received
much honor and glamor through the carly hunumists, and by the six
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teenih century vernaculn poctry snd pnose began to share in the prestige
of Latin biterature, Ttowas the viantons nanches of Padin and vernacabar
pacty and literatare which constituted the main pursuit ol the nnerous
“Academios” founded in Taly during gt peviod and imitaed Tater in
the other Fovopean countries. The aevival ot Plitonism also helped o
spread the notion of the divine madness of the poet, & notion that by the
second hull ol the sivtecnth centary hegan o be extended 1o the visual
arts and becaime one ol the ingredients of the modern concept of
aenins. L.,

St more charvacteristic of the Renaissance is the steady rise of paint-
ing and of the other viseal avts that began in Iady with Cimabue and
Giotto and aeached s climax o dhe sinceenth centiny, Ancearly expres
sion of the inereasing prestige of the visual arts is found on the Campanile
of Ilorence, where painting, sculpture, and avchitecture appear as a
separate group hetween the liberal and the mechanical arts. What chavac
terizes the peviod is not only the quality of the works of et but alse the
close Hnks that were established bhetween the visual arts, the sciences and
titerature. The appearance of a distinguished artist who abso was @
humanist and writer of merit, such as Albertd, was no caincidence in a
peviod in which literary and classical learning began, in addition to
religion, to provide the subject pratter for puimers and seudptors, When
a knowledge ol perspective, anatomy, and geometrical proportions wus
considered necessary for the painter and sculpior, it was no wonder that
several artists should have made importiant contributions to the various
sciences. On the other hand, ever since Filippo Vitlani, the humanists,
and their jouwrnalist suceessors in the sixteenth century, looked with favor
upon the work of contemporary artists and would lend their pen to its
praise. From the end of the fourteenth century through the sixteenth the
writings of the artists wnd ol authors sympathetic o the visual arts repeat
the claim dhat painting should be consideved as one of the liberal, not of

by noted tnt the chusienl testimonics

in favor ol painting, mainly brom Pliny, Galen and Philostratus, were not

the mochinioad arts. T has beeny
as authoritaive ad stong as the Renaissioee athaors who quoted them
in support of theiv daim helieved or pretended o believe, Yet the caim
of Renaissance wilters on painting 1o have thew it recognized as liberal,
however weakly supported by chssical authority, was significant as an
attempt to enhanece the social and clunal position ol painting and ol
the other visual avts, and ro obtain tor them the same prestige that music,
vhetoric, and poctry had long enjoyed. And since it was still apparent
that the liberal arts were primarily sciences or teachable knowledge, we
may well understand why Leonrdo wied to define painting as a science
and to emphasize its close relationship with mathematics,

The rising social and cultural dlaims of the viswad arts led in the
sixteenth century in Ity w an important new development that occurred
in the other Furopean countries somewhat fater: the three visual arts,
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painting, scalprave and weiitecnue, were for the first tme dealy sepa-
vated fron ahe oratis with which thes had heen assoctated i the pre-
ceding period. "Uhe werm drti del diegna, upon which “Beaux Arts™ was
probably hased, was coined In Vasiat,

who nsed it as the guiding concept
tor his Lunous calledion ol

- Bogaphics, And this dhange in theory
found its institutional expression in 1563 when in Florence, again under
the personat influence ol Vasari, the patiners, srnlpmrs and architects
cut their previous connections with the erattsmen’s guilds and formed
an Academy of Avt (Accademia del Disegno). the first of its kind that
served as aaodel for Jater similar institutions in fraly and other coun-
tries. The At Academies followed the pattern ol the lervary Academices
that had been in existence for some thne, and they replaced the older
workshop tradition with a regular Kind of instruction that included such
scientific subjects as geomerry and anatomy.

The ambition of painting 1o shave in the waditional prestige of liter-
ature also accounts for the popubinity of & notion that appears promi-
nently for the first thme in the treatises on painting of the sixtecnth
century i was 1o retain ity appeal down to the eighweenth: the parailel
between painting and poctty. his basis was the (/1 pictura poesis of
l~l.<)rm'e, as well as the saving of Simonides reported by Plutarch, along
\\'l‘|l| sonie other passages in Phao, Avistotle and Hovace, The history of
this notion from the sixteenth o the cighteenth century has been care-
fully studied, and it has heen justly pointed out that the use then made
of the comparison exceeded anything done or intended by the ancients.
Actually, the meaning of the comparison was reversed, since the ancients
had compared poetry with painting when they were writing abont poetry,
whereas the modern authors more often campared painting with poetry
while writing about painting. 1fow serionsly the comparison was taken
we can see from the fact that Horace's Ars poetica was taken as a literary
model for some wreatises on painting and that many poetical theories and

Coleepty were '.lpl'xl'u'd 1 =l‘.|;n|i|u

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ v b th
ne o Ly

cralts, 1o prepare the gronnd lor the Later system of the five fine arts, but
it obviously does not yet presuppose or constitute such a system. Even
the few treatises wrivien in the Liwe sisteenth and carly seventeenth cen-
tury that dealt with both poctry and painting do not seem 10 have gone
beyond more or less external comparisaons into an analysis of common
principles.

The sixteenth century formulated still other ideas that pointed in the
direction of later developments in the ficld of aesthetics. Just as the
period attached great importance 1o questions of “precedence” at courts
and in public ccremonies. so the Academies and educated circles in-
herited from the medieval schools and universities the fancy for arguing
the relative merits and superiority of the various sciences, arts, or other
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hunun activities. This type ol debate was by no weans linited to the
arts, as appears from the old rivalry between medicine and jurisprudence,
or from the new contest hetween Vanms and Jetters” Yet this kind of dis-
cussion was abso applicd 1o the wes and thus helped to strengthen the
sense of their alhminy, "The parallel between painting and poctiy, in so far
as it often leads to a plea for the superiority of painting over poetry,
shows the same general pattern. No Jess popular was the contest between
painting and sculpture, on which Benedetto Varchi in 1516 held a regular
inquiry among contemporary artists, whose answers are extant and con-
stitute interesting documents for the artistic theories of the time. The
question was still of interest 10 Galileo, The most important text of this
type is Leonardo's Paragone, which argues for the superiority of painting
over poctry, music, »mll)tlm‘. In a sense, this tract contiuns the most
complete system of the fine arts that has come down to us from the Renais-
sance period. However, the text was not composed by Leonardo in its
present form, but put together from his seattered notes by one ol his
pupils, and again rearranged by most of the modern editors. T any case,
architecture is omitted, the separation hetween poetry and music is not
consistently maintained, and the comparison seems to be extended to the
mathematical disciplines with which painting, as a science, is closcly
linked for Leonardo. . ..

Renaissance speculation on heauty was still unrelated to the arts
and apparently influenced by ancient models, Nifo's weatisc De pulchro,
still qu(itcd in the cighteenth century, dealt exclusively with personal
beauty. Francesco da Dircecto’s main philosophical work, which carries
the same title, continues the met aphysical speculations of Plotinus and of
his teacher Ficino and does not seem o have exerdised any lasting in-
fluence.”

That the Renaissance, in spite of these notable changes, was still far
from éé"l'iﬁl)iiihing l]w modern system of the fine arts appears most clearly

ol tho

Gitions of the ar 1) seiences that were n\nnn\ml during

ll(”ll l}lk Crad
that ])Cl iocd. These schemes umnnu((l in part the n.nlm()m nl the Middle
Ages, as s clear in the ease of such Thomists as 8. Antonino or Savonarola,
On the whole, however, there s a greater variety of ideas than in the
pl('(cdmf, period, and some of the thinkers concerned were neither back-
wird nor tvepresentative. Vives, Rannas, and Gesner Targely follow the
old sclredic of the dliberal wrts and the university curriculum of their
time. Neitlier Agrippa ol Nettesheim nor Scaliger, nor in the seventeenth
century “Alsted oy Vossius, makes any attempt to separate the line arts
from the sciences: they Tist them scattered wmong all kinds of sciences
and |)1‘0fc.§$:ions. and the same is still true of the cighteenth-century Cyclo-
paedia of E. Chambers. Francis Bacon connects poetry with the faculty
of imagination, but does not mention the other ats, and the same is true
of Vico, whom Croce considers the founder of modern aesthetics, Boni-
facio stresses the link between poetry and painting, but otherwise does
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not separate the fine arts from the sciences, and the same is true of
'l’as.s(mi. Even Muratori, who again stresses imagination in poetry and
at times compares poetry and painting, when he speaks of the arti con-
nected with poetry means cloquence and history, in other words, the
studia humanitatis. The modern system of the fine arts does not appear
in Ttaly belore the second hall of the ecighteenth century, when such
writers as Bettinelli began to follow the lcad of contemporary French,
English and German authors.

Vv

During the seventcenth century the cultural leadership of Europe
passed from Italy 10 France, and many characteristic ideas and tendencies
of the Ttalian Renaissance were continued and transformed by French
classicism and the French Enlightenment before they became a part of
later European thought and culture. Literary criticism and poetic theory,
so prominent in the French classical period, seem o have taken liude
notice of the other fine arts. . . .

Yet the Siécle de Louis XIT was not limited in jts achievements to
poetry and literature. Painting and the other visual arts began o flourish,
amd with Poussin France produced a painter ol Europcan fame. Later
in the century Lulli, although of Italian birth, developed a distinctive
French style in music, and his great success with the Parisian public went
a long way to win for his art the same popularity in France it had long
possessed in Ttaly.

This rise of the various arts was accompanied by an institutional de-
velopment which followed in many respects the earlier Italian model,
but was gnnled by a conscious governmental pohcy and hence more
centralized and consistent than had been the case in Italy. The Académie
Francaise was organized in 1635 by Richelicn for the cultivation of the
French Tanguage, poetry, and literature after the model of the Accademia
della Crosea. Several years Jater, in 1648, the Académic Royale de Peinture
et de Sculpture was founded under Mazarin after the model of ihe
Accademia i S. Luct in Rome, and tended to detach French artists from
the artisans’ guilds 1o which they had previously belonged. Many more
Academies were founded by Colbert between 1660 and 1680, They in-
cluded provmcml academies of painting and sculpture, the Flench
Academy in Rome, dedicated to the three visual arts, as well as Acad-
emies of Architecture, of Music, and of the Dince. However, the system
of the arts that would seem to underly these foundations is more apparent
than real. The Academics were founded at different times, and even if we
limit oursclves only to the period of Colbert, we should note that there
were also the Académie des Sciences and the Académie des Inscriptions et
Médailles, which have no relation to the “Fine Arts”; that there was at
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least o project for an Acaddémice de Spectacdes o be devoted to circus pe-
fonmances wnd othier public shows; and thae thie Xcdemice de Muasigue
and the Académie de Dunse, ke this projected Ncaddmie e Sl)ml;nlcx,
were not orginizations of distinguished professional artists or scientists,
like the other Academics, bt merely licensed establishments dor the
regutar prepatatian ol public pertormances. Moreover, anextnt piapey
from the thme ol Cothere that propascd 1o consolidate all Academies in
a single institation mahes no clear distinaion between the ats and the
saiences and lends additional though indirect support 1o the view that
Cotbert's Academics veflect s comprehensive system of cudtaral disciplines
and prolessions, hut not a clear conception ol the Fine Arts in particular.

Ao with the founding of the Mcademies, and partly in dose con-
nection with their activities, there developed an imporiong aond exiensive
theoreucl and ariticat beeranmee on the viswad s, The Conférences held
at the Acaddémice de Peinture et Sculpture e tull ol iteresting oritical
views, o separviie treatises were composed by Du Fresnoy, De Piles,
Fréae de Chambiay, and Fehibien, Da Fresnoy’s Latin poan De arte
graphica, which was tanshed into Frendh and English and made the
subject of notes and conunentaries, was i its form a conscious imition
of Hovace's /s poctica, and ic bheging dunacteristically by quoting
Hovace's [/t pictuva poesis and then aevensing the comparison. The
paiallel bevween painding ind pactey, as well as the contest hetween the

Cwo arts, were npottant o these authors, as 1o their predecessons in

Renaissance Traly, because they were amxiotls o acquire for painting a
standing (‘(lll;ll to that of poctry and literiure, This notion, which has
been fully studied, vemained alive unil the ey eighteenth contury,
and it is signiicant than the honor painting devives from its similarity o
poctiy is sometimes extended, as occasionally inthe Tadian Rewnssainee,
to sculptue, nchitectuve and even engraving as velaied i, Even the
term Beaurx Avts, which seems 1o have heen intended at fiust foy the visual

W

ants alone, comvespanding 1o Avtd del Disegae, seems som oy
authois 1o tndude abso masic or poetry, "Phe compaison between paing-
g and miuste is abvo made w few tmes, and Poussin hinself, who fived in
[aly, vied to vansier the theory of the Greekh niusical modes to poetyy
and especially to painiting,.

One ol the grea dhanges thin ocamed during the seventeenth century
was the tise and emancipation of the nataal saiences. By the second half
ol the contury, alter the work of Galileo and Descartes had heen com-
pletedsand the Académie des Sciences wnd the Roval Sodiety had hegun
their acivivies, this development coudd not fail to binpress the Heevod and
the general public, It has been vightly observed tha the famous Querelle
des Anciens et Modernes, which stivved inany schobars in France wud also
in England during the st quanvter of the century, was due Lugely 1o the
recent discoveries in the natural sciences. The Moderns, conscious of
these achievements, definitely shook ol the anthority of classical antiguity
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that had weighed on the Renaisance no less than on the Middle Ages,
and went o long wass towmed lormmitating the concept of human progiress,
Yet this is only one side of the Querelle,

The Querelle as it went on had (wo Bnporot consequences which
have not heen sutlicienily appreciated. First, the Moderns broadened
the litevary controveysy tnto a systematic comparison between the achieve-
ments of antiquity and of modern tines in (he varions fields of human
endeavor, thus developing o dissiliction of knowledge and culture that
was in many respects novel, or ore specific than previous systems. Sec-
ondly, w point by point exinination of the chiims of the ancients and
moderns in the vinious fickds Jed o the insight that in certain ficlds,
where everything depends on mathematical caleulation and the accumu-
lation ol knowledge, the progress of the moderns over the andients can
be elearly demonstrated, whereas in certain other fickds, which depend
on individual talent and on the taste of the cvitic, the relative merits of
the ancients and moderns cannot he so clearky established but may be
subject to controversy.

Thus the ground is prepared for the first tme for a clear distinction
between the arts and the sdences, a distinction absent from ancient,
medieval or Remaissance discussions of such subjects even though the
same words were used. In other words, the separation between the arts
and the sciences i the modern sense presupposes not ofly the actual
progress of the sciences in the seventeenth centry but also’the reflection
npon the reasons why some other human intellectual activitics which we
now call the Fine Arts did not or coukd not participate in the same kind
of progress. To be sure, the writings of the Querelle do not yet attain a
complete charity on these points, and this fact in iself dehnitely confivms
o contention that the separation between the arts and the seiences and
the modern system of the hine arts were just in the making at that time.
Fontenelle, as some scholirs have noticed, indicates in an oceasional

sttt

e al b
......... ent oy on

is Digression that hie was awave of the distinction hetween
the arts and the sciences.

Muoch more important and explicic is the work of Charles Perrault.
His (amous Paralléle des Anciens et des Modernes discosses the various
fickds in sepavate secrions which vellect a system: the second dialogue is
dedicated 1o the duee visual s, the third 1o cloguence, the fouwrth to
poctry, and the fih to the sciences, The sepaation of the fine aris from
the sciences is almost complete, though not yet entively, since music is
treated i the Tast hook somong the saiences, wherests in his poc, Le Siccle
de Lows 1o Grand, which gave 1ise 1o the whole controversy, Pernanlt
seems o connect music with the other arts. Moreover, in his prefaces
Pervault states explicitly that at least in the case of poetry and eloquence,
where everything depends on talent and taste, progress cannot he asseried
with the same confidence av in the case of the sciences which depend on
measurement. Equally interesting, though unrelated to the Querelle, is
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another writing of Pervauli, Le Cabmet des Beaux Avts (1690). This s a
description and explanation of cight allegorical paintings found in the
studio of a French genteman 1o whom the work s (\C(li(‘:l.l(.'.tl. In the
preface, Pervautt nplms('é the concept Beanx Arts to the lr;uln‘unml f‘I'rts
Libéraux, which he vejects, and then Tists and describes the cight "Fine
Arts” which the gentlenan had represented to suit his taste and inlm.‘csls:
Eloquence, Podsie, Musique, Ardhitecture, Peinture, Sculptne, Optigue,
Méchanique. Thus on the threshold of the cighteenth century we are
very close to the modern system ol the Fine Arts, but we have not yet
quite reached it as the inclusion of Optics and Medchanics (‘Fc:n‘ly shows.
The fluctuations of the scheme show how slowly the notion emerged
which to us seems so thoroughly obyvious.

V1

During the fivst hall of the cighteenth century the interest of aeateurs,
writers and philosophers in-the visal arts and in musie inoreased, T‘he
age produced not only critical writings on these arts composed l)yv andd for
laymen, but also treatises which the arts were compitred with ‘C:l('ll
other and with poctry, and thus finally arrived at the fixation of the
modern system of the fine arts. Since this system seeims o emerge KI;I(‘}I-
ally and f{lfl(?l' many fluctations in the writings ol authors who were In
part of but sccondary importance, though influential, it would le)]-)CZlY
that the notionand system ot the fine arts may have grown and erystallized
in the conversations and discussions of cultured cirdes in Paris and in
London, and that the formal writings amd teatises merely reflecta climate
ol opinion |Tcsu,xlli||g from such conversations. \ further study of l(‘ll(!,'s,
diavies and articles in elegant jowrnals nun indeed supplement our brief
survey, \\']i:i(h we nrast Himit to the better known sourees. o

The weatise on Beauty by Jo Pode Crousas, which fist appeired i
1711 and exerdised a good deal of influence, is usually considered as the
eartiest Frendh treatise on aesthetics. Tt has indeed something to say on
the visual arts and on poetry, and devotes a whaole section to music.
Morcover, it is an important adtempt 1o give a philosophical analysis of
l)c;mly,;‘lsjiglislili(l from goodness, thus restting and (1('\'cln|)|np,' the
notions ol ancient and Remuissanee Platonists. Yot the author has no
system of the arts, and applies his notion ol beauty without any mmked
(iiSlill(‘!iQ the mathematical sciences and 1o the moral virtues and
Tons s well as to the mis and the fluidity of his “aesthetic” thonght is

actioens
shown by the fact that in his second edition he substituted a chapter on
the beauty of religion [or the one dealing with music.

During the following yeins, the probiem of the arts scems to have
dominated the discussions of the Académic des tnseriptions, and several
of its lectures which were printed somewhat later and exerdised a good
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deal of influcnce stress the allmity hetween poctry, the visual ares and
music. These discassions no doubt influenced the important work of the
ALDE Dubos that appeared fust in 1719 and was veprinted many times in

“ithie origimal and in tanstations far into the second half of the century,

Dubos” merits in the history of acsthetic or artistic thought are generally
recognized. Teis apparent that he discusses not only the analogics between
poetry and painting but abo their diflerences, and that he s not inter-
ested in the superiority of onc it over the others, as so many previous
authors had been. His work is also significant as an carly, though not the
first, treatment ol painting by an amateur writer, and his clahn that the
educated public rather than the professional artist is the best judge in
matters of painting as well as ol poetry is quite characteristic. He did not
invent the term beaux-arts, nor was he the first to apply it to other than
the visual arts, but he certainly popularized the notion that poetry was
one of the beaux-arts. e also has a [airly clear notion of the difference
between the arts tint depend on “penius’ or tadent and the sciences based
on accumulated knowledge. and it has been rightly observed that in this
he continues the work of the “Moderns™ in the Querelle des Anciens et
des Modernes, especially of Perrault, . ..

The decisive step toward a system of the fine arts was taken by the
Abb¢ Batteux in his famous and infloential eeatise, Loy beaux arts
réduits & un méme privcipe (1716), Tt is wue that many clements of his
system were derived from previous authors, hut at the same time it should
not be overlooked that he was the first to set forth a clearcut system of
the fine arts in a treatise devoted exclusively to this subject. This alone
may account for his claim to originality as well as for the enormous in-
fluence he exercised both in France and abroad, especiaily in Germany.
Batteux codified the modern system of the fine arts almost in its final
form, whereas all previous authors had merely prepared it. He started
from the poetic theories ol Aristode and Horace, as he states in his pref-
ace, and tied (o extend theiv principles from poetry and painting to the
other arts. In his List chapter, Batteux gives a clear division of the arts.
He sepavates. the fine ants which have pleasure for their end from the
mechanical arts, and Tists the fine arts as follows: music, poenry, painting,
sculpture, and the dance. He adds a thivd group which combines pleasure
and usefuliess and puts cloquence wnd architectuve in this category. In
the central pare ol his treatise, Battenx tries 1o show that the “imitation
of beautilul nature™ is the principle common to all the arts, and he con-
cludes with a discussion of the theatre as a combination of all the other
arts, The German ceritics of the Later cighteenth century, and their recent
historians, criticized Batcux for his theory of imitation and often failed
torecognize that he formulated the system ol the arts which they wok for
granted and for which they were merely trying o find different prin-
ciples. They also overlooked the face that the much maligned principle of
imitation was the only one a classicist ¢ritic such as Batteux could use
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whien he wanted 10 group the fine arts together with even an appestiie
of andcient authovity, For che “fmiative” mts were the only authentic
ancient precedent Tor the “hne avts,” and the prindiple ol imitation could
he veplaced only alter the system ol the Tatter had heen so frmdy estab-
lished s no longer to need the anden [rinciple of mitation 1o ok
them together. Diderots criticisin of Batteux has heen emphasized too
much, for it concerned only the manner in which Batteux defined and
applied his principle, but neither the principle itself, nov the system ol
the arts Tor which it had been designed.

As womatter of fact, Diderot and the other authors of the Encyclopédie
not only followed Batteux’s system of the fine arts, but also furnished the
final touch and thus helped o give it a general currendy not only in
Irance but also in the other European countries, Montesquiew in his
essay on taste wridten for the Encyelopédie takes the fine avts for granted,”
Diderot, whose interests induded music and the visual arts ., ., criticizes
Buatteux in Iis Leltre sur ley Sourds et AMuets (1751), in which he de-
mands o better ind moe detailed comparison between poctry, painting
and music that would ake into account the different modes of CXPression
of those aris as they would aflect their wreatment of even the same subject
matter. In the article on the Arts for the Encyclopédie, Diderot does not
discuss the fine arts, hut uses the old distinction between the liberal and
medhanical arts and siresses the importance of the latter. Yet in his article
on beauty, hie does discuss the fine arts. . .|

Sull more interesting is D' \embert's fmmous Discowrs préliminaire.
In his division ol knowledge, purportedly based on Francis Bacon,
D’Alembert makes a dear distinction between philosophy, which com-
prises both the natural scicnces and such ficlds as grammar, eloquence,
and hislm‘y, and “those cognitions which consise of imitation,” listing
among the latter painting, sculptare, architecture, poetry and music. He
aniticizes the old distinction between the liberal and medhamical arts, and
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arks which have pleasore for
their end, and the more necessary or wselul liberal ares such as grammar,
logic and niorals. He condades with amain division of knowledge into
philosophy, history and the fine wts. This oreanment shows stilt a few
signs of Mluctuation and of older notions, but it sets forth the wmodern
system of the fine arts inits hinal Jonm, and at the same time rellects its
genesis. The threelold division of knowledge follows Francis Bacon, but
significantly «F'Alembert speaks of the five fine arts where Bacon had
mentioned only poetry. D'Alembert s aware that the new concept of the
fine arts is taking the place of the older concept of the Tiberal arts which
he criticizes, and he ties to compromise by treating the fine arts as a sub-
division of the liberal avts, thus leaving a last trace of the liberal arts
that was soon to (“h;ll)l)c:n, Finully, he reveals Ilis dc])t'ndcn('c on Buatteux
in certain phrases and in the principle of fmitaion, but against Batteux
and the dassical tradition he now indudes architecture amtong the
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”mlnn.l‘ arts, thas removing the st wregulavity which had separated
e system rom the modern schieme of the fine wrts. Thus we niy

conchuede that the Eneyclopddie

oud , and especially its lamous introduction,
codified the system ol the

) ! e e alter beyond Batteux through
S prostige and sathority gave it the widest possible cwrrency all over
Furope.

/\‘ e . N . 3 o - i
. et lﬁhc. middle of the century and atter the publication of the
l‘my( lopédie, speculation on 1he fine arts in Irance does not scem to
l‘ . 2y « ; retee <y - ¥ M h

ive undergone any basic changes for some time. The notjon was popu-
larized and stabitized through such

works us Lacombe’s portable dj
e ! ' . ¢ dic
tionary of the I'ine Arts, which cove ;

engraving, poctry, ot o r-cal zvn'(’hilccluArc,l sculpture, painting,

. i ste, and through other similar works. The term
lk;;mx Ar‘ls. and A, i the new senee, Tound its way into the diction-
arics ol the French language that had ignored it before. And the Revo-
lation gave the novel werm a new imstitutional expression when it merped
severad of the older Academies mto the Académice des Beaux Arts (‘r'l%lw
il‘”y, the furiher (Icvclopmcnls of aesthetics i (;Crm:my l)cg:lnnlo.w‘llccl
French philosophy and tierature, The sccond edition of the [ ‘ lo-
pidie, published in Switzerland in et incnd

' 4 1781, has additions by Sulzer, includ-
g an artide on aestheties and

g a section on Fine Apgs appended to the
.u‘m le on e that hid woy appeared in the first edition, Early in the
hincteenth century, the phitosophicy Victor Gousin, lollowing Kant and
l.hc Scottish thinkers of the cighteenth centwry, as well as whay hc‘l)c~
lieved he found in Plato, Proclus and other classical sources cen;Lcrc(I his
philosophical system on ihe three concepts of the Good (ile True and
(l‘w B.v;uniful, understanding by the later the ré.’llm of nri and aesthc?ic;
Cowsin's wide influence in the later nineteenth century went a long wa s
|<)}\':|l(| establishing this wiad in modern value theory and low;n'dg [m‘l)i-
fymg. the place of acsthetics in the system of philosophical disciplines. It
;:Ilsu induced many thinkers and historians 1o inteypret in terms of .l‘his

heme A Bianihar of andent and mesdieval notions that resembled it
superficially but had in reality a very different meaning and context. . . .

$

VII

Having followed the French development through the eighteen(h cen-
lfu'y,.wc must discuss the history of artistic thought in England. The
English writers were strongly influenced by the French down to lh'c end
of the seventeenth century and Tater, but during the cighteenth centur
|lwy'mn(|c important contributions of (heir own and in turn inﬂﬁ(*m‘cg
continental thought, especially in France and Germany. . | | Earl iﬁ the
l'.l;;hl('('nlh contury, Jonathan Richardson was praising painli:g as a
liberal art, and Jobn Dennis in some of his critical treatises on )()‘t.(ic‘s
stressed the affinity between poetry, painting and music. l
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Of greater importance were the whitings ‘ni .\mAlmn\l’, Farl of S!x;lll(-s;
bury, one of the most influential lhinkc.rs of lhc'mghtecnlh (Cllllvll},‘ |‘\i)r
only in England but also on the continent, l'hs n‘nAercsl :md l‘lslg “)l
literature and the arts are well known, and his writings e <Iul|. of re :
erences to the various arts and to the beauty ol their works. .l he ideal ol
the virtuoso which hic embodied and advocated no l()l\g(‘}‘ included the
sciences, as in the seventeenth century, but had its center in fhc arts ;uf(l
in the moral life. Since Shaltesbury was the first n):nj()r plnlnml)h.cr in
modern Europe in whose writings the (limuss.inn '()I thF arts o \»x])m(ll )&IV
prominent place, there is some reason fov u.msulcrmg lllll.l as 'th(: l(‘mm' 4}
of modern aesthetics. Yet Shaftesbury wis influenced l)l‘l)\l.:ll'll)' by Plato
and Plotinus, as well as by CGicero, and he consequently did not Hll\kC‘il
clear distinction between artistic and moral beauty. His moral sense still
includes both ethical and aesthetic nl)je('t§. cee . e

The philnsophi('al implications of Shaltesl_)ury:s doctrine were ‘l\nt‘\u
developed by a group of Scottish thinkers. 141‘:131('15 l/lu.uhcson,‘w‘ 10 (01]1
sidered himself Shalteshury's pupil, modified his (l(')ctrm'c‘h'y (\1"»(,1»11;;‘11.1'51
ing between the moral sense and the sense of !)vumy. Ihis (l;stn:(llinlg
which was adopted by Hume and quotesd by Dl‘d(’l’ﬂl, wcmAI ;1l;)1|5] \\.f?‘.‘
to prepare the separation of ethics and aesthetics, :lllh(l)ll{."‘\ l .1111(. uﬁ;r
still assigned the taste of poetry to the moral sense. A later l)llr()t()[')- !
of the Scottish school, Thomas Reid, introduced (mnnm.n SCNSC ds A
diveet criterion of truth, and although he wis no doubt mllucl}ccd by
Aristotle’s notion of common sense and the Stote and modern views on
“comnion notions,” it has heen sugpested that his cmml\fm SC1ISC Was
conceived . as- @ counterpart of Hutcheson's two scnscs,. Thus the |Pi\?‘.
chology of the Scottish school led the }\';\)' for the (lmm'nc ('nl th% l‘ll.LL‘
faculties of the soul, which tound its final development an Kant and its

:zpp!iczuinn'in Cousin. .. .

VIl

Discussi’on'ol‘ the arts does not seem to have occupied many (;(.-rm;m
writers of-the seventeenth century, which wis on the whole a |>(-'rm(l‘ of
decline. The:poet Opits showed familiarity 'wnh the l);tl'il“-(‘l.()‘ })(Tuln:
and pninling,5 but otherwise the (;crm:{nx did m.)l take par l. in »llu,n(m-
velopment we are trying to describe |')cl()rc lhlc clglhlccnll’\ (‘(nL;nl).. b
ing die Inst pat ol that century interest in lll(’l.nlllIC-.IAIl( ’ltfl.f \(
criticism began 1o rise, bt did not yet lead to a detailed or comparative

e of the other arts. ...
ne:ll“lile‘:em(‘riliml discussions among poets and |ilcru|'! constitute !he’ g(il,‘i
eral background for the important wn.rk of the ‘]).lulu.snpln'x ..-\l< ,\l.;vmu
Gottlich Baumgarten and of Dis pupil Georg l‘m:(lnfh Meier, ..u.nmi
garten is famous for having coined the term aesthetics, but opintons
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differ as to whether he must be considered the tounder of that discipline
or what place he occupies in its history and development. The original

meaning ol the tenm aesthetics as coined by Baumgarten, which has been

well nigh forgotten by now, iy the theory of sensuous knowledge, as a
counterpart to logic as a theory of intellectual knowledge. The definitions
Baumgarten gives of aesthetics show that he is concerned with the arts
and with beauty as onc of their main atributes, but be still uses the old
term liberal wvts, and he considers them as forms of knowledge. The ques-
tion whether Baumgarten really gave a theory of all the fine arts, or
merely a poetics and rhetoric with a new name, has been debated but
can be answered casily. In his carlier work, in which he first coined the
term acsthetic, Baumgarten was exclusively concerned with poetics and
rhetoric. In his later, unfinished work, to which he gave the utle
Aesthetica, Baumgarten states in his introduction that he intends to give
a theory of all the arts, and actually makes occasional references o the
visual arts and to music. This impression is confirmed by the text of
Baumgarten's lectures published only recently, and by the writings of
his pupil Meier. On the other hand, 1t is quite obvious, and was noted by
contemporary critics, that Baumgarten and Meier develop their actual
theories only in terms of poetry and cloquence and take nearly all their
examples from literature. Baumgarten is the founder of aesthetics in so
far as he first conccived a general theory ol the arts as a separate philo-
sophical discipline with a distinctive and well-defined place in the system
of philosophy. He failed to develop his doctrine with reference to the
arts other than poetry and eloquence, or even to propose a systematic
list and division of these other arts. In this latter respect, he was pre-
ceded and sur{ﬂnsscd by the French writers, especially by Batteux and the
Encyclopacdists, whereas the latter failed o develop a theory of the arts
as part of a philosophical system. It was the result of German thought
and criticism during the second half of the eighteenth century that the
more concrete French conception ol the fine arts was utilized in a phi-
losophical theory of aesthetics for which Bawmngarten had {ormulated the
general scope and program. . ..

The broadening scope of German aesthetics after Baumgarten, which
we must now -try 1o trace, was due not only to the influence of Batteux,
of the Eneyclopaedists, and of other French and English writers hut also
to the increasing interest taken by writers, philosophers, and the lay
public in the visual arts and inmusic. Winckelmann’s studies of classical
art are important for the history of our problem for the enthusiasin which
he stimulated wmong his German icaders for andiend sculpture and archi-
tecture, but not for any opinion he may have expressedd on the relation
hetween the visual arts and literature. Lessing's Laokoon (1766), too, has
a notable importance, not only for its particular theories on matters of
poetry and of the visual arts, but also for the very attention given to the
latter by one of the wost brilliant and most respected German writers



G61

28 Panl Okar Kristelley

of the time. Yet the place ol the Taokoon in the festory ob our problem
Liay been misjudged. Lo say thache Jaokoun put an eind 1o the ape-old
tradition ol the parallel beoween painting and poetry that had s ultimate
voots in classical antiquity snd found e preaest development in the
wiiters of the sivteenth, seventeenth, and cavly cighteenth centary, and
s fieed poctry hrom the ciphasts on desaription, is to give only one
side of the pictmes Tris o forget that the patallel between painting and
poctry was one ol the most inporiant clements that preceded the torma-
tion ol the modern systen of the fine avts, though it had lost this function
as o link between two ditlerent avts by the time ol Lessing, when the more
comprehensive system ol the fine arts had heen firmly established. In so
far as Lessing paid no attention 1o the hroader system ol the fine arts,
especially to music, his Laokoon constituted o detom or a dead end in
terms of ihe development eading 1o a comprehensive system of the hne
arts, {tis significant that the Laokoon was criticized tor this very reason
Dy Lwo prominent conteuiporiy aitics, and that Tessing in the post-
Lumous notes lor the secomd part of the work gave some consideriation
(o this criticism, though we have vo evidence thae he actally planned
1o extend his analysis to music and 1o @ cohierent system ol the ares,

The greatest contvibutions o the history of our problem in the interval
between Bawugmten and Kant cane from Mendelssohn, Sulzer, and
Herder. Mendelssohn, who was well acquainted with Frendhy and English
writings on the subjea, demanded ina famous artide that the fine s
(painting, sculpture, music. the dance, and architecrurey aad belles lettres
(poetry and eloquence) should bhe reduced 1o some common prindple
better than imitation, wnd thus was the fist among the Germans to
forimuliate a system ol the tine arts. Shortly altevwinds, oo book revicw,
he eriticized Banmgarten and Meier foy not having carried out the pro-
gram ol their new science, aesthetics. "Fhey wrote as il they had been
thinking exchusively inotenms ol poetry and literature, whereas aesthetic
principles should be formtiated inosuch aoway as o ppdy o the visual
arts and to music as well In his aunotations (o Lessing's Laokoon, pub-
lished long alter his death, Mendelssohn persistently oriticizes l.essing
Tor not giving any consideration to music and o the systent of the arts as
a whole; we have seen how Lesstng, in the fragmentary notes for a
continuation of the Lackoon, wried 1w meet this criticism. Mendelssohn
also formulaied @ dociine of the three fwalties of the soul correspond-
ing 1o the three hasic veabing of goadness, trath and beaay, thus con-
tinuing the work ol the Scoitish philosophiers. He did not work out an
explicit theory ol acsthetics, but under the impact of French and Faglish
authors he indicated the direction o which German aesthetics was (o
develop from Bawmygarten to Kant,

What Mendelasohn had merely set forth in a pencral outline and pro-
gram, the Swiss thinker Sulzer, who wis well versed in Frendh fiterature
but spent the greater pant of his life in Northern Germauy, was able (o
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d.cvclnp nmore systenvatic and elaborate fashion, Sulzer hegan his
htcr;n'x activity with o dew shore philosoplicat avticles in which his -
teresi for aesthierios was already apparent, and in which he also leaned
fuw;ml the conception ol i acsthetic bacalty of the sonl separate (rom the
lnlclh‘:lvu‘ll andd noral facihies, o conception iy whose developrien
Mendebsobn and the philosopher "Tetens abwo ook their part. Sonie
yuars Ler, Salser was prompred by the exinnple of Tacombe s Tinde dic-
tiomay of the hine arts 1o compite a simibo dic tionary in German on a
fnmh lavger sade. This Geneval Theory of the Fine Arts, which appeared
i several editions, has been disparaged on account of its pedantic ar-
rfmgenwm. but it is clear, comprehiensive and learned, and had a con-
siderable importance in its e, The work covers all the fine arts, not
only poetry il cloguence, but also music and the visual arts, :m(l‘lhn.\
represents the first attempt o ¢y out on a Lirge scale the program
ff)rmul:ll(’(l by Baumgaten and Mendelsohn. Thinks to s wide dillu.
ston, Subrer’s work went a fong way (o acquaint the German public with
the idea that all the fine avis are velawed and connected with each other.
Sulll.cr's influence extended also o France, for when the great foneyelo--
pédic was published in Swivzerkind in a second edition, unMy additions
were based on his General Theory, incduwding the article on aesthetics and
the section on the Fine Arns,

In the decades after 17600 the interest in the new field of acsthetics
spread vapidly in Germany. Gourses on aesthetics were oftered at a num-
ber of universides after the exmmple set by Bawmgarten and Meier, and
new tracty and textbooks, partly based on these courses, appearcd almost
every year. . .,

It is in.lcnmtin;; to note the reaction to this acsthetic literature of the
leaders of the younger generation, especially of Goethe and of Herder.
Goethe in his cavly yeurs published a review of Sulzer which was quite
unf:wor;nl_;lc, Noticing the French background of Sulser’s conception,
{Lmihc Fidicuies the grouping wogether of ail the wrts which ave so dif-
ferent from cach other in their aims and means of expression, a system
which reminds him of the old-fashioned system of the seven liberat arts
and adds thac this system miay be useful 1o the amateur but (crluinl):
not o the artist. This reaction shows that the ssstem of the fine arts was
.\(.nn('lhing novel and not yet firmly established, and that Goethe just
tike Lessing, did not take an active part in developing the nmi()n' that
was (0 hecome generally accepred. Towid the very end of his life, in
the Wandevjahive, Goethe shows that he had by then accepted the 5ysicm
of llb.(.‘ linc arts, for he assigns a place to cacly of them in his pedagogical
province. Yet his awareness of the older meaning of art is nppnrcnit5 \‘vhcn
mna group of aphorisms ariginilly appended (o the same work he defines
art as knowledpge wand condudes that poetry, being based on genius
should not be called an art, .

Herder, on the other hand, took an active part in the development of
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tie system of the fine arts and used the weight of his literary authority
to have it gencrally accepted. In an carly but important critical work
(Nintische Waelder, 1769, he dedicates the entive st section to a aritique
of Lessing's Luokoon. Lesing shows merely, hie argues, what poetry is
not, by comparing it with painting. In order 1o see what its essence is, we
should compare it with all s sister arts, such as nunsic, the danee, and
cloquence. . ..

I should like to conclude this survey with Kant, since he was the first
major philosopher who induded aesthetics and the philosophical theory
of the arts as an integral pint of his systan. Kant's interest in aesthetic
problems appears alrcady in his carly writing on the beautiful and sub-
lime, which was influenced in its general conception by Burke. He also
had occasion Lo discuss aesthetic l)l()h](:ﬂlﬁ in severad of his courses, Notes
based on these courses extant in manuscript have not been pul)]ishcd,
but have been utilized by a student of Kants acsthetics. [t appears that
Kant cited in these lectures many authors he does not mention in his
published works, and that he was thoroughly fumiliar with most of the
French, English and German writers on aesthetivs, At the time when he
published the Critique of Pure Reason, he still used the term aesthetics
in asemse different from the common one, and explains in an interesting
foomete, that he does not lollow Bammgarten’s tevminology since he does
nat believe in the possibility of a philosophical theory of the arts, In the
following years, however, he changed his view, and in his Critigne of
Judgment, which constitutes the third and concluding part of his phi-
losophical system, the larger of its two major divisions is dedicated to
aesthetics, whereas the other scction deals with teleology. The system of
the three Critigues as presented in this Yast volume is based on a threefold
division of the faculties of the mind, which adds the faculty of judgment,
aesthetic and teleological, to pure and practical reason. Aesthetics, as the
philosophical theory of beaaty and the wrts, ACquIres ('qu;rl standing
with the theory of aruth (metaphysics or epistemology) and the theory of
goodness (ethics).

In the tradition of systematic philesophy this was an important inno-
vation, lor neither Doscates noy Spinosa gor feibniz nor any of their
ancicnt or medicval predecessors had found a separate or independent

sstem for the theory of the arts and of beauty, though they

place in then:

had expressedfoccasional opinions on these subjects. 1 Kant wok this

decisive step after some hesitation, he way obviowsly influenced by the
example of Baumgarten and by the rich French, English, and Gernnan
literature on the arts his century had produced, with which he was well
acquainted, In his eritique of aesthetic judgment, Kant discusses also the
concepts of the sublime and of natural beauty, but his major emphasis is
on beauty in the arts, and he discasses many concepts and principles
common to all the arts. In section B he also gives a division of the fine
arts: speaking arts (poctry, eloquence); plastic arts (sculpture, architec
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awnd pottery have wll been “major”™ s at various times and inoa way
they no longer are now. Gardening his lost its standing as a fine art since
the cightcanth centiry, On the other hand, the moving picture is @
good example of how new technigues may fead 16 modes of artistic ex-
pression for which the aesthicticians of the cighteenth and nineteemh
century had no place in chenr systenis. The branches of the arts all have
their vise and dedtine, and even their birth and death, and the distindtion
berween "nujor” arts and their subdivisions is arbitary and subject o
change. 'There is hardly iy ground but eritical tradition or philosophical
preference for deciding whethey engraving is a sepurate art (as nost of
the cighteenth-century authors helievedy or a subdivision of painting, or
whether poetry and prose, deamatic and epic poetry, instrimental and
vocth music e separate ants or subdivisions of one njor art

Asaresult of such chianges, bath i modern artistic production and in
the study of other phises of cudterad history, the traditional system of
the fine wrts begins 1o show signs of disintegration, Since the latter pant
of the nineteenth century, painting has moved further away [rom liter-
ature than at any provions tine, whereas music has at times moved closer
toit, and the crafts have taken great strides to recover their carlier stand-
ing as decorative avts. A greater awireness of the different techniques of
the various arts has produced dissatisfaction among artists and. critics
with the conventions of an acsthetic system based on a sitaadion no longer
existing, an acstheties that is trying in vain to hide the fact that its.under-
lying system of the fine arts is hardly wmaore than a postulate and that
most of its theories are abstracted from pardicufar arts, usnally poetry,
and more or less inapphcable o the others. The excesses of aestheticism
have led to a healthy reaction which is yet {ar from universal. The
tendency among some contemporary philosophers to consider Art and
the aesthetic vealn as a pervasive aspect of human experience rather than
as the specific domine ol the conventional fine arts also goes a long way to
wenken the Litier nodon in s traditional form. AU these ideas are still
fluid and il delined, and v is difficalt w see how far they will go in
maodifying or undermining the traditional status of (the fine arts and of
acstheties. T any aise, these contemporary changes may help o open
our eyes to an understanding of the historical origins and limitations of
the modern system of the hine arts, Conversely, such historical understand-
ing might belp (o free ns from certain conventional preconceptions and

o dlarify onr ideas on the present status and future prospects of the aris
and of acsthetics.



