A SPECULATIVE QUARTERLY REVIEW
OF THECLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY

[

Epirors: Tue DominicaN Faruers or TEHE PrOVINCE oF St. JosErH

Publishers: The Thomist Press, Washington 17, D. C.

Vor. XXII OCTOBER, 1959 No. 4

ART AND CONTEMPLATION

[570]

YHE notion of contemplation in an aesthetic context has
been treated not only by philosophers of art but by
many artists themselves. Oscar Wilde, for example,
appears to espouse a Platonic type of contemplation not only
directed toward the work of art itself but concretized in the
sort of life enjoyed by the artist.. This contemplative mode of
existence consists in a retiring from the distractions of daily,
active life in order to look down on life as a whole as though
from a tower. Such a view is clearly related to the romantic
notion of “art for art’s sake” as held by such writers as
Flaubert and Baudelaire in France, by Schlegel and Heine in
Germany, and in a derived form by Pater in England. Scho-
penhauer, in fact, would relate all types of contemplation to
artistic contemplation, a contemplation of ideas especially
found in the genius, who is most of all the artist, for art is
the highest achievement the human intellect can attain. The
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problem of art and contemplation is proposed in a less romantic
fashion in our own time by the New Critics who are preoccupied
with the search for total poetic meaning.

The chief difficulty standing in the way of attaching contem-
plative value to art would seem to arise from understanding
contemplation only in the sense in which it strictly characterizes
philosophical knowledge, that is, contemplation as a purely
intellectual knowing of reality for what it is. When contem-
plation is so understood, art would not seem to be contempla-
tive because of its inescapable relation to man’s emotional life.
Although someone like Schopenhauer, despite his emphasis on
the voluntary and emotional Iife of man, will attempt to
identify such contemplation with artistic contemplation, many
other writers will tend in the opposite direction and deny
altogether that artistic experience is a contemplative experience,
for example, many logical positivists. The divergence on this
point appears to arise from a failure to see that a word has
become analogous in meaning. In one sense, contemplation
may only he found in philesophical knowledge; in another sense,
contemplation may well be other than philosophical. Indeed,
the facts of artistic enjoyment would tend to suggest not only
that we do have contemplative experience in appreciating works
of art but that it is of a distinctive kind.

Louis A. Reid recognizes that aesthetic contemplation will
differ from other kinds of contemplation. “ The difference may
be indicated very roughly by pointing out that in aesthetic, as
distinet from other kinds of contemplation, the object is so
regarded that the very arrangement of the perceptual data as
we apprehend them seems in itself to embody valuable mean-
ing, something the apprehension of which noves, interests,
excites us.”* To be sure, this is a somewhat “ rough ” indica-
tion, and Reid recognizes that the problem of specifying
“ aesthetic contemplation ” is not a simple one. He proceeds
chiefly in a negative manner. Aesthetic contemplation is not
“ sustained ” by scientific nor by philosophical interests, nor

1 4 Study in Aesthetics (New York, 1954), p. 39.
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does it primarily solve theoretic problems; it is not “ sustained ”
by practical and biological interests either. Positively, it seems
to be an “Iimaginative seeing,” a perception “ but something
more.” In the last analysis, works of art appear to possess
“ meanings for aesthetic contemplation which it is beyond
words to describe.” He refers to, without endorsing completely,
the phrase “ significant form ” as used by Clive Bell. Bell’s
phrase certainly touches upon something central in artistic
contemplation, but the difficulty with the phrase as Bell used
it 1s that it never manifests in what the significance of form
consists, since “ significance ” has to imply a significance of
something, and “ form ” likewise a form of something. Reid’s
conclusion is that aesthetic significance or meaning is untrans-
latable.?

A close connection obviously exists between truth and con-
templation, and hence between artistic truth and artistic con-
templation. The problem of what truth in art means and what
its relation is to truth in a philosophical sense would need
extensive consideration and examination which we cannot
undertake here. Tn a summary and no doubt inadequate
fashion, let us say that truth in art consists chiefly in an
imaginative understanding of what could be and even, in the
artistic sense, what should be the case. The truth of a work
of art lies in the comprehension of that sort of probability which
is intrinsically interesting. If a work of art is true as an provo-
cative probability, it is by that fact an object of contemplation.
This remark is very general, of course, and subject to different
sorts of realization in the various fine arts, but it suggests the
connection between artistic truth and artistic contemplation
which provides the first step toward understanding contem-
plation as it begins to be proper to art. Dorothy Walsh
suggests this nexus in the following quotation:

The primary purpose . . . is to create an object which has

? Suzanne Langer, in Feeling and Form, while partial to Bell’s phrase “ significant
form,” had difficulty with it and finally vsed “ expressive form” or “semblance *
as a substitute. She is thereby enabled to give a more consistent explanation
without, however, confronting the problem of artistic contemplation.
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artistic value. It is exclusively by reference to this value that art
may be said to be a ‘ spirited protest against nature’ and to present
a concrete alternative to the actual which is inirinsically significant
and valuable because it is better than the actual. To be better, by
this standard, is to achieve plenitude and richness with structural
self-sufficiency.

.. it seems evident that art does reveal something to us; it has
a cognitive content; it affords knowledge. The fact that art moves
us, that we respond emotionally te it, cannot, I think, be interpreted
to mean either that art is a mere emotional stimulant or that it is
mere expression of emotion. . . . There must be some cognitive
core, some insight as a focus for emotion.

Hence 1 suggest that, although a work of art is made out of
sensuous material, which, as such, belongs to the actual world
. nevertheless its prime purpose is to present to ws, through
sensuous symbolism, an ideal possibility. . . . To enter into the
contemplation of it is to leave the context of the actual and to
comprehend a concrete alternative as a possibility.?

We need, however, to distinguish more fully and more pre-
cisely how artistic contemplation differs from philosophical
or any other form of contemplation. One point of difference
appears already to have emerged. The object of philosophical
contemplation is a grasp of reality, so far as possible, for what
it is. The object of artistic contemplation is a grasp of what
reality might be in that elusive sense of artistic possibility.
Of course, philosophical contemplation embraces what is pos-
sible as well as what is actual, and hence this first difference
between philosophical and artistic contemplation (between
what is, and what is artistically probable) may not seem wholly
clear cut. There i1s however, more than one meaning to “ possi-
ble ” and to “ probable,” and the meaning we are seeking to
discern in art will have to be made distinet from that under-
stood in a philosophical context. Obviously, too, the contem-
plation appropriate to art will have a relation to emotional
experience not found in philosophical contemplation. There-
fore, in order to clarify the distinctive meaning of contempla-

® Dorothy Walsh, “ The Cognitive Content of Art,” in The Problems of Aesthetics,
edited by Vivas and Krieger (New York, 1953), pp. 617-618.
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tion as it is found in art, we shall first have to relate and
contrast it with philosophical contemplation. From this com-
parison, a proper notion of contemplation as it is found in the
experiencing of works of art will begin to emerge.

2% 3% *

The most fundamental distinction one can draw with respect
to distinguishing different kinds of knowing is based upon the
object that is known. It is in this way that we distinguish, for
example, between memory, a knowing power directed to an
object known formally as past, and imagination, a knowing
power directed to an object known formally as absent or as
simply not actually existent. Similarly, seeing is directed to an
object known as colored and hearing is directed to sound.
Objects as known specify our various mental operations, and
it is to objects as known we must turn first to distinguish
philesophical contemplation from artistic contemplation.

Philosophical contemplation, first of all, is primarily directed
to knowing an object that is mecessary, that is, it is an intel-
lectual grasp of something which cannot be otherwise than it is.
Such an object may be simple in the sense that we seek to
arrive at a definition of this or that kind of thing, e.g., man,
animal, vegetable, or mincral, and in so arriving at a defini-
tion, or even at only an incomplete understanding, we seek to
know a nature as something constant in the midst of change
and multiplicity attaching to material singulars of that nature.?
Such an object may also be complex, that is, a conclusion
arrived at by a process of reasoning wherein we seek to prove,
for example, that man is able to choose between alternatives
or that a triangle has angles which are equal to two right angles.
With respect to both kinds of objects, we can arrive at a
knowledge of what is necessarily so. Artistic contemplation,
on the other hand, is primarily directed to what need not be
so, that is, a grasp of something that is contingent. No work

*The “what it is” to be a man remains one and the same regurdless of how
much individual men differ and change. Even if all men were to disappear in a
not too imaginative explosion, the “what it is™ to be a man would not thereby
be affected even though there would be no one around on earth to know jt.
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of art is necessarily existent either with respect to what it is
as a physical reality nor what is presents to be known and
enjoyed.®

The distinction between a necessary object and a contingent
object leads to a correlative distinction between objects known
in their universal and singular aspects. Philosophical con-
templation is directed primarily to knowing an object as uni-
versal in the sense in which both a definition and a conclusion
manifest what is common to many, as the definition of man is
realized in the many individuals and a conclusion holds for
many instances. Artistic contemplation is directed primarily
to the grasp of an object in its singular aspects in the sense
that it is this man who is a tragic hero, or this landscape which
is being represented in a painting.

Universality and necessity as characterizing philosophical
contemplation, and individuality and contingency as character-
izing artistic contemplation, form the most basic and immediate
distinctions between the two types of contemplation, but the
distinctions can easily be pressed too far. Artistic contempla-
tion is not at an opposite pole from philosophical contempla-
tion. While artistic contemplation bears immediately on some-
thing both contingent and individual, it is not exclusively
directed to what is contingent and individual; nor is philosophi-
cal contemplation exclusively concerned with what is necessary
and universal. Hence we were careful to insert the word
“ primarily ” in stating both distinctions. In the case of artistic
contemplation, there are also universality and necessity, but
of a different kind from that attained in philosophical con-
templation. We can speak of the universality and necessity
attained in philosophical contemplation as objective and im-
personal, whereas the universality and necessity appropriate to
art 1s a conferred universality and necessity, that is, a uni-
versality and necessity imposed by the artist on the singular

¢ Bhortly, we shall have to consider further the distinction between the necessary
and the - contingent or the possible, particularly in order to distinguish artistic
possibility from a philosophical or a scientific contemplation which remains tentative
and probable.
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subject of his artistic treatment. King Lear is individually such
and such, but he is also a character of a certain kind. The
statue is individually so and so, but it alsc catches universal
traits. The artist “reads” a necessity into what is contingent
and a universality into what 1s singular, thus manifesting art’s
strength and weakness. The strength lies in the artist’s being
able to interpret what is contingent as necessary or somehow
Inevitable, and to realize something universal about the singu-
lar. The weakness lies in the fact that the universality and
necessity are not, after all, objective and real, but, in the best
sense of the term, contrived.

Philosophical contemplation finds meaning by investigating
things so far as possible as they are and by seeking to explain
them causally. Artistic contemplation makes meaning, that is,
it imaginatively reconstructs reality in order to bring out an
intelligibility which, though not really present in things, never-
theless serves to make things aptly knowable to the human
mind. Salesmen do not actually die in just the way Arthur
Miller portrays in Death of a Salesman, but he makes it under-
standable how a salesman and this salesman can come to die.

“ Poetic meaning is read into things, so to speak, rather than
revealed in them; the objects of poetry are valuable and significant
only because over them has been thrown ©a certain coloring of the
Imagination,’—in Wordsworth’s phrase. In the very act of making
an image, the poet makes a meaning; but the man of science merely
searches out a meaning, that is, he seeks the knowledge of the
thing itself through discovery of its causes.” ¢

Other characteristics also distinguish artistic contemplation
from philosophical contemplation, but in going on to consider
them we must keep 1n mind that these distinctions, as well
as the ones we have already given, do not oppose the two types
of contemplation but, rather, differentiate them. In seeing that
philosophical and artistic contemplation are distinet and yet
related, we shall recognize more precisely how “ contempla-
tion ” is an analogous term, signifying two directions of the

¢ Anthony Durand, “Shelley on the Nature of Poetry,” Lawal Théologique et
Philosophique, 1V, 2 (1948), p. 234.
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human mind in its quest to know. Since a relation between the
two types of contemplative knowing exists, it is not surprising
to find that at times philosophers are poetic and poets are
philosophical, an interchange more often fruitful than not.’
Nevertheless, the formalities are different, and they must be
preserved, if for no other reason than to discern the true value
of each. Often enough, the philosopher and the poet may be
treating the same subject, e.g., the problem of evil, but the
subject admits of a distinctive philosophical treatment as well
as one that is poetic.
* %* %

To continue our comparison, philosophical contemplation
consists principally in arriving at conclusions drawn f{rom
principles. It embraces an explicit reasoning process moving
from something known as true to something shown to be true
as following by way of a consequent. To speak of a reasoning
process or a movement of reason from one thing to another
is to speak of a discursive mode of knowing. Given the reason-
ing process of moving from principles to conclusions, philo-
sophical contemplation is clearly discursive in its mode of
knowing, but certainly not to the exclusion of intuitive knowing
understood as immediate apprehension, for some principles are
known intuitively and, further, the term of the reasoning
process is the grasp of a conclusion known in the light of
principles. Artistic contemplation, on the other hand, is intui-
tive but, again, not to the exclusion of a discursive mode of
knowing. It is primarily intuitive because artistic contempla-
tion bears principally on the * unique singular,” as is evident
in painting where there is direct viewing of the artistic image
embodied in these lines, colors, and figures. That artistic con-
templation is also discursive might seem open to question:
still, the poetic arts rather evidently include a discursive mode
of knowing, and even painting is discursive to the extent that
one must, to some degree, “ figure out ” the meaning a painting
seeks to convey. In any event, the discursive mode of knowing

" Not to be confused with an opinion holding that to be philosophical is to be
poetic and to be poetic is to be philosophical, an interchange that is rarely fruitful.
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in artistic contemplation will be analogous to the discursive
mode of knowing proper to philosophy. In both cases, there
will be a movement of reason from one thing to another, but
not in the same way.

This general contrast between philosophical and artistic con-
templation in terms of a primarily discursive mode of knowing
versus a primarily intuitive mode of knowing has given rise to
the argument for the superiority of artistic insight or intuition
over philosophical understanding. The argument has a certain
plausibility in that, absolutely speaking, an intuitive knowing
of the singular is a more perfect mode of knowing than a dis-
cursive and abstractive mode of knowing. Intuitive knowing,
however, in the strict sense is found in man only In external
sensation and in a less strict sense is realized in the origin and
term of discursive knowing. The intuitive knowing, character-
istic of art, bears on the direct presentation of a material singu-
lar, yet it is not the actually existent material singular which
is intuited in art but the representation of a material singular?
On the one hand, therefore, the totality of the existent material
singular escapes artistic knowing, as it does all human knowing
but, on the other hand, artistic expression renders the material
singular intelligible to human knowing by means of creative
imitation, thus conferring an intelligibility on the singular
rather than comprehending the intelligibility of the material
singular as such. ’

The superiority of the intuitive mode of artistic contempla-
tion, therefore, is a relative one; it constructs an intelligibility
rather than reveals it. Absolutely speaking, philosophical con-
templation reveals more knowledge of reality as such even if the
material singular escapes its grasp owing to the objective ob-
scurity of the material singular. Artistic contemplation com-
pensates by its conferred intelligibility. Moreover, this artistic
grasp of the represented material singular, simulating as it does

8 The physical mode of existence of a work of art may be described in terms of
existing material singulars, e. g.,, these colors and lines or these tomes and sounds,
but the aesthetic mode of existence is always a mode of representation, i.e., of
creative imitation.
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intuitive knowing in its perfection, appeals to man in his desire
to know reality as fully as possible even if it mnvolves making
reality over to man’s own image and likeness. Consequently,
artistic, intuitive knowledge is a more human way of knowing
insofar as it is more proportioned to the human powers of
knowing, and it is this conformity to human knowing that
suggests a superiority.

The distinction between discursive and intuitive modes of
knowing suggests a distinction between the abstract and the
concrete. This is a somewhat ambiguous distinction, however.
In a quite legitimate sense, all art is abstract in that it does
leave aside some characteristics for the sake of others. The
most naturalistic painting is still abstract in the sense that it
it not merely a copy of nature in its manifestations. On the
other hand, philosophical contemplation is admittedly abstract
in a way the artistic contemplation is not, while artistic con-
templation is related to the concrete in a way philosophical
contemplation is not. This point might be more aptly made by
noting that, so far as possible, philosophical contemplation
abstracts from sense images whereas artistic contemplation
bears directly on the image, that is, on the image as found
first in the creative imagination of the artist. Philosophical
contemplation departs to whatever extent it can from the image
in order to achieve a strictly intellectual knowing through
concepts. Artistic contemplation rests with the image, the
visual or auditory representation of the idea. The philosophi-
cal coneept is directed to reality as such but, granted the human
limitations of knowing as well as the obscurity of matters, it
achieves its object In an abstractive manner. The artistic idea
and Image are not directed to reality as such but derive as
much, if not more, from the creative imagination and mind of
the artist. Philosophical contemplation, therefore, is abstractive
in the sense that concepts are, whereas artistic contemplation
is concrete in the sense that images are, and yet also abstractive
because the image operates in conjunction with the idea, thus
introducing an artistic conception of the universe as distinct
from the philosophical conception.
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We must 1._cr agan to the distinction between necessity and
contingency, this time in order to clarify more what artistic
contingency or probability is and how it is distinct from con-
tingency as it may fall within a philosophical context. We
exclude without need for comment a philosophical understand-
ing of the nature of contingency, which obviously falls within
a philosophical grasp and analysis of reality. We are referring
rather to philosophical contemplation when it cannot grasp
what is true and necessary, but must content itself with attain-
ing what is only probable. How does this differ from what we
are calling artistic probability?

Nothing is more desirable, of course, than to attain what is
true with certitude, and all human knowing may be said to be
ordered to such an ultimate goal. 1t is quite evident, however,
that man does not always attain the certitude of knowing
things in their causes. By and large, human knowledge must
settle for less. The world of reality is too complex and, in many
respects, too obscure to grasp with certitude and determinate-
ness. As a rule, the further we progress in a given domain of
knowledge about sensible and physical reality, the less certain
we become. The physical sciences illustrate this development
most evidently. There is truth and certainty in the philosophy
of nature, but both are largely confined to the more common
and more elementary considerations. In general, the further we
proceed 1n an investigation of physical reality, the less certain
we become with respect to the multiplicity we encounter.
Hence the need of hypothesis, especially in the domain of such
experimental physical sciences as physics or biology. Unable to
render material reality fully intelligible to our kmowing, we
impose a likely explanation for the phenomena we discover.
Human knowledge thus enters into the realm of a dialectic, a
seeking of truth by means of constructing an explanation in the
mind and testing it by verification with cbservational findings.
In this way science, and to some extent philosophy also, deal
with the probable in a dialectical examination of reality; most
human knowledge, in fact, is dialectical in method, achieving
only a probable truth, that is, a likely explanation of reality.
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The connection between this approach and an artistic,
especially a poetic, grasp should be evident. The hypothesis,
as one instance of dialectical procedure, and’ the work of art
agree in several important respects. Both are constructions of
the human mind and imagination; both deal with what is
probable as distinct from what is necessary in a strict sense;
both present what is true in a relative way but not what is
true unqualifiedly; both impose an understanding upon things
rather than achieve a purely objective explanation of things.
Despite these and other parallels which one might draw, there
are differences as well, and we are more interested in the
differences.

The principal difference turns on the meaning of “ probable
as it is found in philosophy or science and as it is found in
artistic knowing. The measure of scientific probability is an
objective probability founded on actual things and events
themselves, that is, on likely connections between things and
events in reality. A scientific hypothesis purports to shed light
so far as possible on things as they are and on things as they
are related to each other. The point of the hypothesis is to
bring the human mind to at least some kind of grasp of reality,
and since reality cannot always be known simply and absolutely
for what it is, the hypothesis is a plausible explanation. Conse-
quently, the measure of scientific probability is still truth in
the sense of a conforming of mind to reality or, to put the
matter more familiarly though also more loosely, a conforming
to the facts as they are so far as they can be observed, “ prob-
ability ” being intelligible in proportion as it approximates such
truth. A scientific hypothesis or theory is acceptable also on
grounds of simplicity of explanation and on agreement with
common sense.’

*“If we look at the reasons why theories have been actually accepted, however,
we soon notice that agreement with facts and simplicity are not the only qualities
which a scientific theory is expected to possess. When we remember, for example,
Francis Bacon’s attitude toward the Copernican theory, we note that he prefers
the geocentric (Ptolemaic) theory because it is more in agreement with common
sense. We have discussed this requirement on several occasions, and must recognize
that there are actually three requirements that have been admitted by scientists:
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The measure of artistic probability, however, is not a truth
of actual fact which the work of art is seeking to approximate;
nor, of course, is there any question of simplicity of explanation
or even of agreement with common sense. To say that the work
of art is not seeking to approximate truth of fact is not to say
that the work of art ignores reality and the truth of fact. If
a work of art is imitative as well as creative, then it always
mmplies a relation to the real order as being in some sense a
similitude of physical reality or of human nature. And as
creative, it is creative in a manner peculiar to art. If we may
still speak of a conformity in this context, we must insist that
while there is a conformity of the work of art to the real order
by means of artistic imitation, there is likewise a conformity
of the work of art to artistic, imaginative understanding, found
originally in the mind of the artist and shared in by the percep-
tive beholder and auditor. The probability of art, therefore, is
not a probability measured only by a certain kind of approxi-
mation to truth of fact, but a probability measured also by a
truth of imaginative understanding. Philosophy or science cul-
tivates probability for only one reason, to draw the mind closer
to knowing something about reality. Art, and especially the
poetic order, cultivates probability in both a real and ideal
dimension; it is a “ likely story ’ of reality, not of what reality
actually is but of what reality “ ought to be ” in the sense of
“ideal ” as appropriate to art. At the risk of oversimplification,
we might say that scientific probability is a real probability
while artistic probability is an ideal probability.

* * *

The contrast between philosophical and artistic contempla-
tion may now finally be summarized. Common to all contem-

agreement with observations, simplicity, and agreement with common-sense experi-
ence. We should certainly point out that what is regarded as simplicity’ and
‘ common sense’ is a matter of the social background of a theory. There is, there-
fore, a certain justification for restricting ‘ purely scientific’ criteria to the agree-
ment with facts. Then we should regard ‘simplicity * and ‘ agreement with common
sense’ as sociological criteria.” Philip Frank, Philosophy of Science (Englewood
Cliffs, N. J., 1957), pp. 858-354.
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plation is a resting of the knowing power in the knowledge
which it attains of some object.”® Taking philosophical con-
templation in a broad sense as extending to theoretical knowl-
edge generally, we find that it deals with necessity and, by
extension, probability in the objective senses of the terms, that
it knows what 1s universal as abstracted from the singular, that
it finds meaning in things and events, that it is primarily
discursive though also intuitive, and that it is abstract rather
than concrete. Artistic contemplation, on the other hand, deals
with the contingent rather than with what is strictly necessary
and yet it confers a necessity upon the contingent; it deals with
an ideal probability rather than a real probability; it knows the
singular but as something universal is realized in it; it implants
meaning on things or events in the sense of reading meaning
into things and events; it is primarily intuitive but also dis-
cursive; finally, it 1s concrete rather than abstract in the sense
in which philosophical knowing is abstract.

In addition to these conirasts, we may note also a special
delight or delectation which accompanies artistic contempla-
tion. Of course, a delight 1s also found in philosophical con-
templation, springing originally from the innate desire of man
to know, so far as he can, the truth about things, a desire that
is satisfied when he does in fact arrive at a full understanding
of this or that object. Philosophers, mathematicians, and sci-
entists certainly experience a genuine delight in acquiring their
respective knowledge. Nevertheless, artistic contemplation has
a special delight, perhaps better understood as delectation, a
distinctive type of intellectual pleasure. The phrase intel-

1We have not menlioned mystical contemplation, which is beyond the scope of
our inquiry. Let us note only that mystical contemplation is not a kind of con-
templation which consists merely in knowing God, for this sort of knowledge,
attained through discursive reason, is part of philosophical contemplation. Properly
speaking, mystical contemplation is infused contemplation. Philosophical and artistic
contemplation are types of acquired contemplation. Mystical or supernatural con-
templation is “ that contemplation which God Himself lovingly infuses in whom He
wishes, and as He wishes, without its being due to human industry in acquiring,
perfecting, or even prolonging it.” J. G. Arintero, O. P., The Mystical Evolution
(St. Louis, 1949) I, p. 17. Cf. also St. Thomas, Summa Theol. 11-11, q. 180.
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lectual pleasure” suggests a combination of intellectual and
sense delight found peculiarly in the contemplation of a work
of art. First of all, especially in painting or music, there is an
immediate grasp of pleasurably perceived sense qualities, such
as color and line, or sound and harmony. The concrete embodi-
ment of something significant in a sensed medium attracts man
by appealing at once to the sensitive side of his composite
nature. Such an appeal has a concreteness and directness which
intellectual knowing alone does not attain. Artistic perception,
to a poini, cultivates this pleasure of sense cognitica for its
own sake.

However, this initial sense gratification is not yet formally
delectation m the artistic sense. While such delectation accom-
panies artistic contemplation, the more or less immediate impact
of a work of art on sense cognition, important though it is, is
not yet contemplation in any legitimate sense. Any form of
contemplation must include some intellectual knowing. Even in
the initial sense perception of a work of art there is some intel-
lectual knowing, for artistic experience always unites sense and
intellectual cognition. This conjoined operation of knowing
powers distinguishes human artistic perception and enjoyment
of a work of art from the mere sense cognition which animals
have in seeing a painting or hearing a musical composition,™
Admitting, then, this intimate conjunction of cognitive powers,
we may still distinguish what the intellect knows and what the
sense perceives in a work of art.

It is the intellectual part of artistic appreciation of a work
of art that constitutes artistic contemplation, not, it must be
said again, apart from sense perception, but in conjunction with
it. Part of this contemplation consists in the grasp of the
artistic structure of the work of art, e.g., in the grasp of the
artistic elements entering into the rhythmic, melodic, and har-
monic construction of a musical composition or of the plastic
elements entering into the structure of a painting. In this

' True enough, some animals can react to music to a degree, thanks to the
element of rhythm primarily, but no one would regard such a reaction as in any
sense an artistic appreciation of music.
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respect, a work of art is a self-contained object. Assuredly, no
one can deny the importance of such aspects of the work of art
and the need of grasping them precisely as they enter into the
intelligibility of appreciating a work of art. Such apprehension
constitutes an important part aesthetic appreciation.

Nevertheless, such artistic discernment and perception are
by no means the whole of artistic contemplation nor do they
constitute wholly the delectation which accompanies artistic
contemplation. More formally, the delectation appropriate to
artistic contemplation arises from knowing some object as
creatively imitated or represented. It is clearly not the simple
knowing of the original object itself that is artistically delect-
able, e. g., no real tragic event would be an object of artistic
contemplation that is delectable. Tt is the recognition of an
imitation of such an original object that affords a contemplation
at once delectable.*®

The delight peculiarly found in artistic contemplation is
caused chiefly by seeing in the work of creative imitation a
more perfect, i.e., a better formed and more intelligible, cbject
than the original is, thanks to the imaginative understanding
of the artist. The action of the play is more intelligible and
more significant than ordinary action in human life. The sound
of music is better formed and more intelligible than the original
sound of the human voice is emotionally expressive. The
porirait creatively represents traits of character only virtually
present in the original. In such artistic representation, we are
led from the original itself to the creative imitation of it by
which we gain an intelligibility and a certain universality about
the original object or event which we previously did not possess.
This experience is a pleasing one. We delight in this artistic
understanding, In virtue of being a delightful, creative imita-

12Tt is also natural for all to delight in works of imitation. The truth of this

. is shown by experience: though the objects themselves may be painful to all,
we delight to view the most realistic representation of them in art. . . . The
explanation is to be found in a further fact: to be learning something is the greatest
of pleasures . . . the reason of the delight in seeing the picture is that one is
at the same time learning—gathering the meaning of things.” Aristotle, Poetics, 4,
1448b 9-17. (Bywater translation).
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tion, a work of art takes on the formality of knowledge and
doctrine, providing us with an object of contemplation.

The consideration of artistic contemplation which I have
made in this article remains necessarily general and unspecified.
For the most part I have treated artistic contemplation in the
context of fine art generally, contrasting and comparing it with
philosophical contemplation, without investigating how artistic
contemplation is actually realized in different ways in the poetic
arts, for example, in painting, or in music. Without such
further consideration, and particularly without observing the
analogical realization of °artistic contemplation ’ in the differ-
ent arts, this investigation of this species of contemplation is
still inadequate, though perhaps sufficient for discerning the
sense in which artistic contemplation is distinct from other types
of contemplation. In the last analysis only one’s individual
experience in appreciating works of art will make fully manifest
the contemplative value of one’s artistic enjoyment. Specula-
tive analysis may help to explain but it can never take the
place of actual poetic experience. Nevertheless, in the con-
viction that such analysis is both useful in the comstruction of
a sound poetics and an aid in enlarging poetic delight, T hope at
a later time to indicate to some extent how contemplation is
realized n poetry, painting and music. In these diverse media
the poetic object remains analogically the same while poetic
contemplation remains an intuitive, concrete, inventive way
of knowing the ideal probabilities that are the proper object
of such contemplation.

Joun A. OEsTERLE
University of Notre Dame,
Notre Dame, Indiana
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YODAY there is a common tendency to identify the
classical notion, “ the liberal arts,” with another ancient
notion,” the humanities.” To many the term * art
suggests an ability which is “creative,” imaginative, free of
any rigid standards of objectivity or narrow precision. It im-
plies the intuitive, the emotional, the “ existential response ”
of the “ whole man.” The term “liberal” seems merely to
emphasize these connotations by indicating that the practi-
tioner of such arts must be open-minded, tolerant of discussion
and debate, generous and sensitive to the many facets of reality.
The term “ humanities ” has similar connotations. It suggests
an approach to learning which is humane, which takes into
account not only the object to be known, but the subject who
knows and reacts to it.*

In view of this usage it is not strange that to many the liberal
arts seem the very antithesis of the sciences. Science, as it is
concelved today, connotes objectivity, precision, a rigid adher-
ence to the “ scientific method,” a complete indifference to the
“ human equation.” Tt seems an activity in which man is only
cerebrally engaged and which requires the exclusion of all
subjective overtones and of all interplay of individual taste or
intuition. The scientific work must be something which can be
repeated and retested by anyone trained in the technique.
While the humanities are concerned with the inner nature and
personality of things and of men, science is concerned only
with data that can be measured.

To be sure, some scientists have hastened to tell us that their
activity is creative, imaginative, free, and that it does express
the personal passion and style of the discoverer. But it is hard

55

? For the contemporary view see David H. Stevens, The Changing Humanities
4n appraisal of old values and new uses (New York: Harper, 1853).
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to recover this human element from the scientific work itself,
from which it has been rigorously screcned. Hence, it is thought
by many, science can take on a liberal character only if it is
treated from the viewpoint of the biography of the scientist and
the record of his investigations, or in terms of the effect of his
discoveries on human attitudes in the history of culture.

Hence it is not surprising that today even those who take
their stand for the strengthening of liberal arts education
frequently find it embarrassing to explain why, in the traditional
list of the seven arts, the quadrivium consists of mathematical
subjects which today are considered exact sciences, while from
this list are omitted many of the studies which seem most truly
humane and liberal, particularly history, philosophy, and the
plastic arts.

Although this difficulty has been felt by many, it has seldom
been faced squarely. St. John’s College, Annapolis, and the
General Program at the University of Notre Dame have
courageously attempted to include the study of the classics of
mathematics, astronomy, and music (the quadrivium) in their
plans of liberal arts study. In somewhat different fashion the
St. Xavier Plan of St. Xavier College, Chicago, has adopted the
same policy of fidelity to the tradition.* But most schools
emphasizing the liberal arts have preferred to group the mathe-
matical subjects with the physical sciences, and touch upon
them only as cultural influences in the context of the literary
and historical “humanities.” Indeed the present emphasis on
more mathematics and science, fostered by the defense erisis,
has appeared to many educators as the death of the liberal arts
ideal.

One of the most carefully reasoned statements of this rather
widely held position was given recently by a thinker who is
actively engaged in promoting and developing the humanities
in Catholic education, James V. Mullaney, in his article * The

2See The St. John’s Program, A Report (Annapolis: St. John’s College Press,
1955); The General Program of Liberal Education (Brochure) (Notre Dame:
Notre Dame U., Indiana); and The Liberal Education of the Christian Person
(Chicago: St. Xavier College, 1953).
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Liberal Arts in the Aristotelian-Thomist Scheme of Knowl-
edge.”* It provides us a learned and direct confrontation of
the current and the traditional views and will assist us in the
following pages to judge the case on its own merits.

I: What is the origin of the Thomistic theory of the liberal arts?

Dr. Mullaney begins his discussion by reminding us that
some scholars believe that the notion of the liberal arts is of
Stoic origin. Consequently the question arises whether St.
Thomas accepted this notion merely because he mistakenly
supposed that it was a part of the Arnstotelian heritage, and
apologized for it as well as he could. A similar position has
recently been taken by Robert Brumbaugh and Nathaniel M.
Lawrence, Jr., with the difference that they believe the liberal
arts to be of Platonic origin.*

Actually neither of these views is historically tenable. It is
true, of course, that the first actual listing of the liberal arts
as seven in number is found in the work of Martianus Capella
(fifth century A.D.), who apparently derived his enumeration
by omitting architecture and medicine from a list given by the
Roman encyclopaedist Varro (first century B.C.), and that
both of these writers were, in a vague way, Stoics.” However,
both are highly eclectic writers, and the fact that they are
important in canonizing this list, does not mean that they
originated it, or that they drew it from Stoic sources.

Indeed, as regards the problem of the quadrivium, the Stoics

® Tue Taomisr, XIX (1956), 481-505.

* “ Aristotle’s Philosophy of Education,” Educational Theory, Jan., 1959. The
authors remark (p. 51): “Ironically, his (Aristotle’s) authority has been cited
to justify notions he would certainly not have approved. The trivium and
quadrivium which repeat the Platonic optimism in their stress on form, are an
example.” By this they mean that it is typical of Platonism to believe that some
universal formal method is the key to truth, while it is typical of Aristotle to deny
that there is any such simple clue, since there are many types of problems
which require diverse and specialized methods of solution.

®See R. M. Martin O.P., “ Arts Libéraux (Sept.),” in Dictionnaire d’histoire et
géographie ecclésiastiques, tom. 4, 827-848; and Friedrich Ritsehl, “ De M. Terentii
Varronis disciplinarum libris commentariis,” Opuscula Philologica (Leipzig: Teubner,
1877), 11T, 852-402.
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never showed much interest in mathematics or the mathemati-
cal sciences, which played but a small role in their moralistic
philosophy. The only Stoic writers who had mathematical
interests, of whom Posidonius is the chief, are precisely those
who had undergone strong Platonic or Peripatetic influences.?

Brumbaugh’s suggestion is far more plausible, since the
liberal arts are all referred to in omne form or another in the
Seventh Bock of the Republic (see 522 A ff.), along with the
notion that such arts form a vie by which the student rises
from opinion to true philosophy. Certainly the idea that mathe-
matics, especially astronomy, i1s the path by which the mind
passes to the realm of intelligible being and true science is one
of the chief notes of Platonism.

Yet Plato cannot have been the originator of the liberal arts,
for two fundamental reasons. First is the plain fact that these
arts antedate Plato. Plato tells us himself that the quadrivium,
exactly as we have it but without that title, was taught by the
Sophist Hippias (Protagoras 818 E). Indeed, it is practically
certain that these four mathematical arts go back to Pytha-
goras, or his school.” As to the tmwvium, the division of literary
education into a more elementary study of letters (grammar)
and a more advanced study of composition (rhetoric) was
pre-Socratic.® In his lost dialogue, the Sophistes, Aristotle him-
self attributed the origin of dialectic to Zeno of Elea, and
rhetoric to Empedocles.®

A second reason why we cannot admit that the seven liberal
arts are purely Platonic is that this does not agree in detail with
Plato’s conceptions. It is well known that Plato strongly de-
preciates both grammar (as the study of the poets, Republic
X) and rhetoric (Gorgias), and that for him dialectic (logic)
is not a liberal art, but is philosophy itself.* Hence, at the

® Max Pohlenz, Die Stoe, Geschichte einer geistigen Bewegung, (Gottingen, 1948,
2 vols.), I, 50, 231; II, 105.

"See H. I. Marrou, 4 History of Education in Antiquity (New York: Sheed
and Ward, 1956), pp. 46 fi. and 177 fi.

8 Ibid.

®See Diogenes Laertius, VIII, 2, §7; Sextus Empiricus, ddversus Math., 1, 6-7.

*° Of course Plato’s criticisms of rhetoric and grammar are at the same time an
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most, we can attribute to Plato some influence on the liberal
arts tradition, but neither its origin nor its present form.

The real question is what Aristotle thought of these liberal
arts which were the practice of the schools, and to which
different interpretations and classifications might be given.
Aristotle distinguishes liberal from servile studies on the
grounds that the former are not utilitarian.’* We know that
among the liberal studies he included grammar (reading, writ-
ing), and the study of music, to which he says that drawing
might be added.® Musie, of course, is connected with poetry,
which in turn, like rhetoric and dialectics, is rooted in logic in
the strict sense.® Hence it safe to say that Aristotle considered
the triviwm as the basis of education, although for him the
tripartite division is not significant.

The problem of the quadrivium is, mdeed, more difficult, and
here Dr. Mullaney may find some grounds for his view. Ari-
stotle does not attribute the same kind of importance io mathe-
matics as does Plato, -since for him ascent to metaphysics is
through physics, while mathematics is only a bypath.

Nevertheless, it is clear from Ethics VI (9, 1142a 19) that
Aristotle believed that mathematics has a role in the education
of the young and that it precedes the study of natural science.
In our present list of liberal arts there are two features which
are distinctly not Platonic, but Aristotelian: (1) logie is con-
sidered as distinct from philosophy; (2) mathematics as a
liberal art is distinguished from mnatural science, which is one
of the divisions of philosophy.**

appeal for a new and more philosophical version of these arts. Nevertheless, in
Republic VII, in the account of the ideal education, these arts are left in the shade,
and the emphasis is wholly on the mathematical arts.

1t Politics VIII, 2, 1337b 6 {1

32 Ibid., 3, 1337b 24.

13 See the first chapter of the Rhetoric and the Poetics, 19. 145 34.

¢t is possible, however, that Xenocrates, Aristotle’s fellow pupil, may also
have played a role in distinguishing between dialectics as it is the higher philosophy
for Plato, and logic as it is a liberal art, since Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Log., 1,
16, attributes the tripartite division of philosophy into rational philosophy (logic),
physics (which included natural science and metaphysics), and ethics to him, and
says it was adopted by the Academics, Peripatetics and Stoics.
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The tradition as we actually have it probably originated in
the schools of Athens and Alexandria under those mixed
Platonic and Aristotelian influences which reigned throughout
the Hellenistic period. The Epicureans rejected the whole
notion, while the Stoics accepted it, but it does not appear
that the Stoics added anything to it of importance unless we
may attribute to them the conception of grammar as we now
understand it. The earlier grammar was an unsystematic sub-
ject, and the Stoics did contribute to its more systematic
study.”” But even as regards grammar we must recall that the
Stoics were only developing certain suggestions aiready present
in Peripatetic thought, which had a vigorous growth mmdepend-
ent of Stoicism among the literary critics of Alexandria.'®

This historical survey, therefore, indicates that St. Thomas
was not unhistorical in supposing that the liberal arts were
compatible with the Aristotelian tradition. Rather his problem
was to use the scattered remarks on the subject which are to
be found in Aristotle’s writings, and to give to the common
- and eclectic tradition of antiquity an interpretation which
would be consistent with Aristotelian prineciples. We will see
that this is exactly what he did, and that he showed rare
historical as well as doctrinal tact in freeing this tradition from
incompatible Stoic and Platonic influences.

St. Thomas quite uneguivocally identifies the liberal arts
with integral parts of the Aristotelian system. More specifi-
cally, he identifies the trivium of grammar, logie, and rhetoric,
with logic, and the quadrivium of arithmetic, geometry, musie,
and astronomy with mathematics in the Aristotelian scheme of

** Pohlenz, op. cit.,, I, 37-63; Marrou, op. cit., p. 183, notes that in the Hellenistic
period there was a strong tendency for the literary or humanistic studies to over-
shadow the quadrivium. “I ask those of my readers who are Greek and Latin
scholars to decide: Is it not clear from the classics of this era that Hellenistic
culture was predominantly literary in character and had little room for mathematics?
It follows that mathematics played very little active part in the formation of the
mind.”

6 See W. Jaeger, Aristotle, Fundamentals of the History of His Development
(Oxford, 1948), pp. 328 fI., and J. E. Sandys, A4 Skort History of Classical Scholar-
ship (Cambridge, 1915), pp. 30-52.
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a man’s progressive learning. Thus, in answer to the objection
that natural science and divine science should not be considered
parts of speculative science since they are not enumerated
among the seven liberal arts “into which philosophy is
commonly divided,” he states:

. - . The seven liberal arts do not sufficiently divide theoretic [or
speculative] philosophy, but as Hugh of St. Victor says in Book
IXI of his Didascalion certain others having been passed over, seven
are enumerated, since in these it was customary first to educate
those who wished to learn philosophy. And therefore they are
divided into the trivium and quadrivium, “ since by these, as by
certain paths [or viae], the lively mind enters in to the secrets of
philosophy.”

And this also agrees with the words of the philosopher, who says
in Metaphysics 11 that the method of science should be sought
before the sciences. And the Commentator [Averroes] states in the
same place that logic, which teaches the method of all the sciences,
should be learned by one before all the sciences. To this pertains
the trivium.

He also says in Ethics VI that mathematics is able to be known
by boys, but not physies, which requires experience. From which
one is given to understand that first logic, then mathematics should
be learned. To this (latter) pertains the quadrivium. And thus by
these, as though by certain paths, the mind is prepared for the
other physical disciplines.*’

Having identified the trivium and quadrivium with logic and
mathematics in the Aristotelian sequence, St. Thomas, in his
exposition of the passage of Ethics VI which he alludes to
above, proceeds to sketch out the full sequence of studies fit
for a man;

The fitting order of learning will therefore be as follows: First,
boys should be instructed in logical maiters, since logic teaches the
method of the whole of philosophy. Secondly, however, they should
be instructed in mathematics, which neither requires experience,
nor transcends the imagination, Thirdly, they should be instructed

27" In Boetii de Trinitate, q. 5, a. 1, ad 8 (Decker). Following the Wyser edition,
one would have, in the last line, “ philosophical ” rather than * physical.” All trans-
lations of works of St. Thomas, including those from the Summa Theologiae, are
by the authors, and are deliberately literal.
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in natural things, which, even though they do not exceed sense and
imagination, nevertheless require experience. Fourthly, in moral
matters, which require experience and a mind free from the pas-
sions, as is stated in Book I. Fifthly, however, in sapiential and
divine things, which transcend the imagination and require a strong
intellect.®

Dr. Mullaney refers to this order as * the proper sequence
of studies, according to Aristotle.” Actually, however, it is
not contained in so many words in the text of Aristotle, but is
rather in the nature of a conclusion drawn by St. Thomas from
Avristotle’s consideration of the various disciplines in relation to
the various stages in the development of the mind, in the
Ethics* 'That St. Thomas was quite committed to it may be
seen from the fact that he already sets it down in one of his
earliest works, In Boetii de Trinitate, In connection with the
objection that, in the order of the speculative sciences, mathe-
matics should be placed before physics, since it is natural for
it to be learned before:

. . . Mathematics presents itself to be learned before natural
science, since boys can easily learn mathematics, but not natural
science until more advanced, as is stated in Ethies VI.

Whence among the ancients the following order 1s said to have
been observed in learning the sciences: namely, that first, logic
should be learned; then, mathematics; thirdly, natural science;
afterwards moral science; and finally men should strive for divine
science. Therefore mathematics should have been ordered before
natural science.?

8 In X Libros Ethicorum, VI, 1. 7, no. 1211 (Spiazzi).

VI, 1142a 10-20. Curiously, St. Thomas found it quite hard to find a text in
which Aristotle says that logic comes first! He makes use of the brief sentence in
Metaphysics TL (995a 14), “It is absurd to study a science and its method
(7péwos) st the same time.” Yet anyone familiar with Aristotle’s procedure will
be convinced that he presupposes a good acquaintance with logic on the part of the
student of any of the sciences which he treats. The only works where this knowl-
edge of logic is not taken for granted are precisely in the logical works themselves
(notably the Poetics, Rhetoric, Tepics, and, if it is authentie, the Categories) , where
there is an avoidance of explicit use of technical logical terns, until they have been
first defined.

204, 5, a. 1, obj. 10. Some may be uneasy about accepting the In Boetii de
Trinitate as expressing the true mind of St. Thomas in view of the fact that it is
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While granting that the wniversal (or scientific) teach-
ings of natural philosophy, which require for their colla-
tion experience and lime, come to be learned after those of
mathematics, which do not require extensive experience, St.
Thomas in his response nevertheless states that natural things,
as sensible, are naturally better known than mathematical
things abstracted from sensible matter. Consequently, the more
abstract knowledge of the object of mathematics comes into
focus subsequent to the knowledge of the object of the phi-
losophy of nature, even though the science of the former is
then acquired prior to the latter.

The same order is deliberately set down again by St. Thomas
in the Prooemium of one of his final works, the Exposition of
the Liber de Causis (1269-73), by way of showing, from that
order, how man’s intellectual progress culminates in the best
attainable knowledge of first causes:

. . . Wherefore they (the philosophers) set the science of first
causes at the end, to the consideration of which science they were
to depute the final time of their life.

a) Beginning, indeed, from logie, which transmits the method of
the sciences;

b) Secondly, proceeding to mathematics, of which even boys are
capable;

¢) Thirdly, to natural philosophy, which, because of the need of
experience, requires time;

d) Fourthly, to moral philosophy, of which a young man cannot
by a suitable student;

an early work, and that in commenting on Boethius, St. Thomas is quite obvicusly
trying to reconcile the views of a number of authorities of very disparate phi-
losophical character. A study of the texts collected in the present article, however,
should set any such fears at rest, since the most crucial points are repeated in the
Summe Theologice and in such late works as the commentaries on the Liber de
Causis and the Metaphysics and Ethics. Furthermore, it will be noted that the
references occur in the Prooemia of these works where St. Thomas is not comment-
ing on a text, but speaking in propria persona, or in passages where he is expand-
ing the text with the purpose of incorporating his own special views. Someone
might reasonably doubt that Aristotle had any such developed theory of the
liberal arts, but this is all the inore reason for taking this theory as that of St.
Thomes himself.
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e) Finally, however, they devoted themselves to divine sclence,
which considers the first causes of beings.?

It should be noted, in connection with the consistency with
which St. Thomas lays down what he calls  the fitting order of
learning,” comnsisting of logic, mathematics, natural science,
moral sclence, and metaphysics, in that order, that this is not
exclusively the ideal order of learning for philosophers, but the
ideal order of learning for any man aiming at a lLberal edu-
cation, an education beginning with the liberal arts and having
as its term the most liberal of all sciences, namely, divine
science or metaphysics. Who should aim at a liberal education?
Every man, as man, is oriented toward the goal of such an
education, to be perfected in the life to come, and where the
gifts of grace will more than compensate for any natural lack
of attainment. Thus, in the Prooemium just mentioned, St.
Thomas, previous to setting down the order of study leading
to the study of the first causes, or divine science, shows that
such a knowledge 1s indeed the end of man:

It must be, therefore, that the ultimate happiness of man which
can be had in this life, consists in the consideration of the first
causes—since that least which can be known of them, is more
lovable and noble than all those things which are able to be known
of lower things, as is evident from the words of the Philosopher in
De Partibus Animalium I (644b 32-34) .

Now accordingly as this knowledge is perfected in us after this
life, a man is made perfectly happy, according to the words of the
Gospel: This is eternal life, that they should know thee, the true,
living God.?

For those who have not attained to such an acquired science

L Super Librum de Causis Expositio, Prooem., no. 8 (Saffrey, 1954). This order
already substantially appears in Moses Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed:
“Whoever wishes to acquire human perfection must first learn logic; then be
gradually instructed in mathematics; afterwards, however, in physics; and after
this in metaphysics.” (See M. Friedldnder’s trans. London 1904, c. 84, no. 46).

2% Super Librum de Causis, Prooem., no. 5-6. The passage cited here by St. Thomas
from De Partibus Animalium is also quoted in Summe Theol., I, q. 1. a. 5, ad
1; I-II, q. 66, a. 5, ad 3; II-IL, q. 180, a. 7, ad 8; De dnime I, 1. 1, no. 5 (cf.
note 94).
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and wisdom i this life, the reward of charity will bring with it
its equivalent and more in the next: “. .. Nothing prevents
someone who is less good from having some [acquired] habit
of science in the future life, which someone who is better does
not have. But nevertheless this will be as of no consequence
in comparison to the other prerogatives which the better will
have.”

Thus, to the extent that one is educated, one will, according
to St. Thomas, follow the sequence beginning with the liberal
arts connoted in the first two steps of logic and mathematics,
continuing on to the study of the nature of things in natural
sctence, which culminates in the science of the first causes, divine
science or metaphysics.” Between natural science and divine
science there is found moral science. What is its role? It might
seem that moral science, especially in its most eminent branch,
political science, constitutes a terminus or g goal in itself, that
of the perfection of the active life in comparison to the other
goal which is the perfection of the speculative or contemplative
life, attained in divine science. This is, however, neither accord-
ing to the thought of Aristotle, nor to that of St. Thomas, for
both of whom the natural course of human life is not either to
the active or the speculative, but rather from the active to
the speculative, Thus Aristotle states: ... We are busy that
we may have leisure, and make war that we may live in peace.
. . . If among virtuous actions political and military actions
are distinguished by nobility and greatness, and these are
unleisurely and aim at an end and are not desirable for their
own sake, but the activity of reason, which is contemplative,
seems both to be superior in serious worth and to aim at no
end beyond itself . . . it follows that this will be the complete
happiness of man. . . .”# St. Thomas does not differ from

22 Summa Theol., 1, q. 89, a. 5, ad 2.

¢ The continuity between natural science and divine science may be seen in the
division of the sciences given by St. Thomas at the beginning of his exposition of
the Ethics, where he states: “. .. To natural philosophy it pertains to consider
the order of things which the reason considers but does not make—in such a way
that under natural philosophy we should also include metaphysics.” (I Ethic.,
1. 1, no. 2).

28 Ethics., X, 1177b 5-25,
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this view. Thus, speaking of the relative merits of the intel-
lectual virtues of wisdom, whose object is divine science, and
of prudence, which reaches its highest state in political science,
he quite definitely makes the latter the handmaid of the former:

. . . It does not belong to prudence to interfere concerning the
highest things, which wisdom considers. Rather it commands con-
cerning the things which are ordered to wisdom, namely, as to how
men are to arrive at wisdom. Whence in this is prudence, or politi-
cal science, the servant of wisdom—{for it introduces to it, preparing
the way for it, as the doorkeeper does for the king.?®

Because of this unequivocal subordination by Aristotle and
St. Thomas of the active to the speculative, prudence to
wisdom, moral science to divine science, it is clear that those
curricula which, conversely, rank metaphysics as a kind of
prelude to ethics, can in no way claim to be following the
thought of the Angelic Doctor.

II. St. Thomas s explicit concerning the liberal arts and their
functions.

Today, loocking at the very broad way in which the term
“liberal arts” is used—as applied, for example, to what may
be designated as a “liberal arts curriculum “—one might im-
agine that the term 1s equally obscure in St. Thomas. Such is
not the case. As has been seen above, St. Thomas relates the
logic of Arnstotle, considered as the indispensable learning of
the method of the sciences before the sciences themselves, and
the mathematics of Aristotle, considered as the science which
one can most easily learn, the trivium and the quadrivium
respectively. In the same early work where he does this,
namely, In Boetii de Trinitate, he continues, describing what
each of the seven does:

Another reason why these [the seven liberal arts, which are pre-
paratory to speculative science, rather than its substance] are called,
among the other sciences, ‘arts’ [rather than ‘science’], is that
they not only have knowledge, but a certain product, which is im-

20 Summa Theol., I-1L, q. 66, a. 5, ad 1.



472 PIERRE CONWAY AND BENEDICT ASHLEY

mediately-of reason itself, such as to form a construction [grammar],
syllogisms [logic], a discourse [rhetoric]; to number [arithmetic),
measure [geometry], form melodies [music], compute the courses of
the stars [astronomy].?”

St. Thomas also underlines the distinctive “making ” aspect
of the liberal arts in the Summa Theologiae:

. . . Even in speculative things themselves there is something after
the manner of a certain product, such as, for example, the construc-
tion of a syllogism [logic], or of a fitting discourse [rhetoric]; or the
work of counting [arithmetic] or measuring [geometry]. And there-
fore whatever speculative habits are ordered to such works of reason,
are called, because of a certain likeness, © arts,” namely, the “ liberal
arts,” in distinction to those arts which are ordered to works carried
out by the body—which are in a certain sense “ servile,” in so far
as the body is subject to the soul as a servant, and man according
to his soul is free (liber) .®

Since, therefore, the speculative reason makes certain things, such
as, for example, a syllogism, a proposition, and other such, in which
one proceeds according to certain and determinate ways, conse-
quently, with respect to these the notion of “ art” may be main-
tained. . . .?®

Since it is evident that when St. Thomas speaks of the
“liberal arts,” he does indeed mean the logical trivium of
grammar, logic and rhetoric, and the mathematical quadrivium
of arithmetic, geometry, music and astronomy, it now remains
to be seen how definitely he identifies the nature of these
“liberal arts,” which are apparently not quite the same as
either the speculative sciences or the mechanical arts. To return
to In Boetit de Trinitate, it is clear that St. Thomas does not
intend to confer upon the “liberal arts” a status which is
neither that of speculative science nor mechanical art, but
rather to reduce them to one of the two, and this one is
quite obviously the former, speculative science. Thus the
*liberal arts > are not in the position of being arts which one
somehow relates to the speculative sciences, but rather in the

*" In Boet. de Trin., q. 5, a. 1, ad 3.
28 Summa Theol., 1-11, q. 57, a. 8, ad 3.
2 Symme Theol., II-T, q. 47, a. 2, ad 3.
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position of disciplines organically related to speculutive science,
to which, for a special reason, the name  art ” is attribuced.

In effect, in the places already cited, St. Thomas unequi-
vocally places the liberal arts in the domain of the speculative
sciences. Thus, In the article of I'n Boetit de Trinitate in which
he justifies the division of the speculative sciences into natural
science, mathematics and divine science, one of the objections
he answers is that logic or rational philosophy, placed by St.
Augustine under speculative science, is not included n the
threefold division of speculative science into (1) natural science
or physics, (2) mathematics, and (8) divine science or meta-
physics. St. Thomas answers by saying that speculative science
is sought for its own sake, while logic, since it is sought for the
sake of speculative science, lacks that characteristic. Yet if it
is not a speculative science, nevertheless it ministers to specu-
lative science:

.« . The speculative sciences, as is evident in the beginning of the
Metaphysics, are of those things whose knowledge is sought for its
own sake. But the things about which logic is concerned, are not
sought to be known for their own sakes, but as a certain help with
regard to the other sciences. And therefore logic is not contained
under speculative philosophy as though a principal part thereof, but
as something reduced to it, in so far as it ministers to speculation
its tools, namely, syllogisms and definitions and other such which
we need in the speculative sciences. Whence, according to Boethius
in the Commentary on Porphyry, it is not so much a science as the
instrument for science.®”

Likewise in the Summa Theologiae, logic and its accompanying
liberal arts continue to be placed in the speculative domain:

. .. Even in speculative things there is something after the man-
ner of a product—{for example, the construction of a syllogism or a
fitting discourse. . . . And therefore whatever speculative habits are
ordered to such products are called, because of a certain likeness,
“ arts,” namely, the “hberal arts.”

Since speculative reason makes certain things, e. g., a syllogism, a
proposition and other such . . . therefore, there is found a certain
specuiative art. . . 5t

3 In Boet. de Trin., q. 5, a. 1, ad 2.
8 Summe Theol., I-IL, q. 57, a. 8, ad 3; II-11, q. 47, 2. 2, ad 8.
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Clearly, then, logic and the other liberal arts, while not attain-
ing the name of “ science ”—since they are not for their own
sake—nevertheless do find their place as preparatory to science
in the speculative realm.

The above justifies not ranking the liberal arts as speculative
“ sciences,” namely, because they are not for their own sake,
but for the sake of those sciences. It remains to be seen why
they are ranked as ““ arts.” Here again, the reasons advanced
by St. Thomas are quite unequivocal: they all have a “ pro-
duct ” of some sort, which is the characteristic of the practical
sciences in general, and the factive, servile or mechanical arts in
particular. By virtue of this “ product,” the liberal arts, while
not being “ arts” in the strict sense of the word, nevertheless
may be called so by extension. St. Thomas is careful, on every
occasion, to state that they, the liberal arts, are only “ arts”
by extension—* according to a certain likeness.” In order to
be somewhat alike, yet not the same, the liberal arts, and the
servile or mechanical arts, which incontestably merit the name
of “art,” must differ in something, which renders the latter
“art” per se, and the former “ art ” only by attribution. This
something is the fact that “art” in the strict sense has a
product which goes out into external matter, while the “ liberal
art ” does not have a material product but a product primarily
in the mind, and one ordained to knowledge:

Now art directs acts of making which go out into exterior matter,
such as building and sawing—whence art is called “ the right notion
(ratio) of things able to be made.” 32

. .. Reason acts with regard to certain things after the manner
of a making, by an activity which goes out into exterior matter,
which properly pertains to the arts called “ mechanical.” . . .38

Now the order which the reason, upon consideration [of natural
things]), makes in exterior things constituted by human reason,
pertains to the mechanical arts.®*

. . . [The seven liberal arts] have a certain product, which is
immediately of reason itself. ., 3°

831 Metaphys., 1. 1, no. 34. 3¢ ¥ Ethie., l. 1, no. 2.
32 Y Polit., Prooem., no. 6 (Spiazzi). °*°In Boet. de Trin., q. 5, a. 1, ad 3.
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. . - Those arts alone are called “liberal,” which are ordained to
science; while those which are ordained to some utility to be at-
tained by the action are called “ mechanical ” or “ servile.” 3¢

From the above it is clear not only that the *liberal” arts
and the “mechanical ” arts are distinguished on the basis of
their product, the one internal, the other external, but also
that it is the latter which are “ art” in the strict sense—since
when St. Thomas defines “ art ” in the strict sense, he defines
the mechanical arts. In effect, even though the liberal arts
are speculative and as such, more noble than the mechaniecal
arts, which are practical, this still does not entitle * art ” to be
ranked among the speculative intellectual virtues, along with
“ understanding, science, wisdom.” Why not? The reason is
simply that the liberal arts are not arts in the true sense: the
true “ arts,” the mechanical arts, constitute the practical intel-
lectual virtue of “ art,” while the liberal arts belong reductively
to the speculative sciences.

€

. . - Whatever speculative habits are ordained to * products” of
reason of this sort, are called, by virtue of a certain likeness, * arts,”
namely, the “liberal arts.”

Now those sciences which are ordered to no work of this sort,
are called “ sciences ” absolutely. Yet it does not follow that, if the
“liberal arts” be more noble, they are thereby more deserving
[than the *“ mechanical arts ] of the notion of “ art.” 37

Having related the liberal arts to the speculative sciences, as
St. Thomas so clearly does, one must clarify what it is, within
the speculative realm, which distinguishes the liberal arts from
the sciences. As seen immediately above, one of the character-
istics of the speculatives sciences is to have no * work ” of the
sort which the liberal arts have. Consequently, by having
such a *“ work,” or “ product,” namely, a syllogism, a discourse,
even a melody or a chart of the heavens, the liberal arts do not
qualify fully as sciences. Why should a work or product in the
speculative order cause them to occupy a lower rank? Need-
less to say, this is not because of any defect op their part, but

3¢ 1 Metaphys., 1. 3, no. 59 (Cathala-Spiazzi).
87 Summa Theol., I-IL, q. 67, a.'8, ad 8.
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rather because it indicates a mnaturally subordinate position;
they are not “for their own sake,” but for the sake of the
speculative sciences. . .. The speculative sciences . . . are of
those things whose knowledge is sought for its own sake. But
the things about which logic is concerned, are not sought to be
known for their own sake, but as a certain help with regard to
the other sciences.” *® The liberal arts may be seen, therefore, as
not being for their own sake, but being for the sake of some-
thing, namely, the speculative sciences, to the attainment of
which their ministerial works and helps are ordained. Thus,
as not bemng for their own sake, i.e., for the sake of their
knowledge, they do not qualify as “ sciences”; as having a
product, they do qualify as “ arts”; not however, as “ arts”
in the strict sense of the mechanical or servile arts which serve
the body, but rather as “arts” reducible to “ science,” by
virtue of the purpose of their products; and which, therefore,
as serving that part of man which is free, namely, the soul,
entitles them to be called the “ liberal arts.”

Now the other sciences either do not have any work, but knowl-
edge only—as in the case of divine and natural science—whence
they cannct have the name of “art,” since art is called factive
reason, as is stated in Ethics VI, or else they have a corporeal work
—as in the case of medicine, chemistry, and the like. Whence it
1s that these latter cannot be called liberal arts, since such activities
are of man with regard to that part which is not free, namely, on
the part of the body.*®

IIT. What of the ambiguous position of mathematics?

While St. Thomas enumerates the seven liberal arts which
constitute the trivium of grammar, logic and rhetoric, and the
quadrivium of arithmetie, geometry, music and astronomy,*
nevertheless it would certainly be doing violence to his thought
to assume that he considered all seven indispensable to their
function as aids to the speculative sciences. In effect, in the

8 Cf. note 30 supra.
3® In Boet. de Trin., q. 5, a. 1, ad 8. Ttalics added.
¢ CE. note 27 supra.
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trivium, while grammar is necessary for all methodical com-
munication, and logic for all reasoning according to art, and
therefore for the speculative sciences, rhetoric, as concerned
with the contingent as contingent, particularly in human affairs,
is not ordained directly to speculative science.** In the same re-
spect, while arithmetic, geometry and astronomy are necessary
for the highest science, divine science, to which all the other
speculative sciences are ordained, music is not.** Since the
liberal arts, then, in their specific function as ministerial to the
speculative sciences, do not absolutely require the presence of
rhetoric or musie, it is plain that when St. Thomas is speaking
of the liberal arts, he is doing so generically, and not necessarily
of all seven. It is quite in line with this generic outlock, then,
that St. Thomas, when not describing the different “ products ”
of each of the liberal arts in detail, equates the #rivium to logic
and the quadrivium to mathematics without further differ-
entiation.*®* With regard to the essential part of the quadrivium,
astronomy may be reduced to mathematics (or arithmetic and
geometry) as being the organic and intended application of
mathematics in line with the attainment of natural and divine
science. Certainly, in the light of St. Thomas’ own usage, his
reduction of the trivium to logic could be taken quite literally,

4+ “The duty of rhetoric is to deal with such matters as we deliberate upon
without arts or systems to guide us, in the hearing of persons who cannot take in
at a glance a complicated argument, or follow a long chain of reasoning. The
subjects of our deliberation are such as seem to present us with alternative
possibilities: about things that could not have been, and cannot now or in the
future be other than they are, nobody who takes them to be of this nature wastes
his time in deliberation.” {(Rhetoric, I, 1357a).

42¢ . The order of this science (namely, divine science), is that it should be
learned after the natural sciences, in which many things are determined which this
science uses—-such as generation, corruption, motion, and the like. It should be
learned likewise after mathematics (i.e., arithmetic and geometry), for this science
requires, in order to know the separated substances, the knowledge of the number
and order of the heavenly spheres, which is not possible without astronomy—for
which the whole of mathematics is a prerequisite. But other sciences are simply
for its well-being, such as are music and the moral sciences and the like” (In Boet.
de Trin., q. 5, a. 1, ad 8). The idea that astronomy is needed for metaphysics
seems very quaint today, but see below p. 513 ff.

42 Cf. note 17 supra.
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in that not only is rhetoric not necessary to speculative science,
but even grammar would theoretically not be indispensable in
the case of a man living a solitary existence, and discovering the
sciences without oral communication or reading of bocks. On
the other hand, logic, as the art of reasoning, would be indis-
pensable, since, as Aristotle says in the beginning of the Meta-
physics, “ the animals other than man live by appearances and
memories and have but little of connected experience; but the
human race lives also by art and reasonings.” ** The need for
art in man’s life, and specifically the art of reasoning, is equally
stressed by St. Thomas:

As Aristotle says in the beginning of the Metaphysics, the human
race lives by art and reasoning, in which the Philosopher is seen to
touch upen a certaln property of man wherein he differs from the
rest of animals. For the other animals are led to their acts by a
certain natural instinct; but man is directed in his acts by the
judgment of reason.

Whence it is that for the purpose of accomplishing human acts
easily and in en orderly way there are different arts. For an art
seems to be nothing else than a ‘ sure ordination of reason whereby,
through determinate means, human acts attain to a due end’

But reason is not only able to direct the acts of the inferior parts,
it 1s also directive of its own act. . . . If, therefore, because reason
reasons comcerning the act of the hand, the art of building or
carpentering was discovered, by which a man is able to exercise
such acts easily and in an orderly way, for the same reason there is
needed an art which will direct the act of reason itself, by means
of which a man may, in the act of reason itself, proceed in a way
which is orderly, easy and without error.

And this art is logic, i.e., rational science. And it is not only
rational because 1t is according to reason—which is common to
every art—but also because it is concerned with the very act of
reason as its proper matter. And therefore it is seen to be the art
of arts, since it directs us in the act of reason, whence all the arts
proceed

Now, just as experience is related to particular reason, and
custom to memory In animals, so is art related to universal reason,
And therefore, just as the perfect routine of life for animals is

7, 980b 25.
41 Post. Anal., 1. 1, no. 1-8 (Spiazai) .
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through memory, conjoined with custom arising out of training,
so the perfect rule for man is through reason perfected by art or in
some other fashion. Certain ones, nevertheless, are ruled by reason
without art—but this is an imperfect rule.

But what if someone were to object that such an icily intel-
lectual concept of the liberal arts, whereby one might maintain
that logic alone, considered as the art of going from the known
to the unknown, without benefit of external word arrangement
(grammar) or of the techniques of persuasion (rhetoric), would
still have the essential requisites that St. Thomas prescribes for
it as a prelude to the speculative sciences, seems hardly to
connote a “liberal education ” in the sense of the education of
a free and cultivated gentleman-citizen? An answer to this
would require a closer look at the meaning of the word
““liberal ” in the context of St. Thomas and Aristotle. It is
certain that the word is associated with “liberty “and free-
dom,” and connotes as its subject a man who is legally
a “free” man and not a slave. And since the attain-
ment of the speculative sciences supposes a certain free-
dom from practical cares, leisure and a sufficiency of worldly
goods are likewise presupposed to a “liberal ” life. However,
the end of a liberal education is not the cultivation of leisure,
but rather leisure is a means to an end, and that end is the
attainment of truth in the speculative sciences, and ultimately
in the highest of them, divine science. Thus the meaning of
liber or “ free ” which is implied in the “ liberal arts,” while
having the basic meaning of “ that which is for its own sake,”
in contrast to servus, meaning “ that which is not for its own
sake, but for the sake of another,” is not primarily fulfilled in
the purely legal connotation of the word, as meaning a man
who, whatever his state of soul, is legally free. Rather it means
“free ¥ in the more essential sense of a man who, while being
legally free, and free from demanding material cares, uses this
freedom to study the sciences that are free, the sciences that
are ““ for their own sake,” namely, the speculative sciences, and
principally the freest of them all, divine science:

S8 Metaphys., 1. 1, no. 186.
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That man is properly called “free” (liber) who is not for the
sake of another, but for his own sake. For slaves (servi) belong to
their masters, and act because of their masters, and acquire for
them whatever they acquire. But free men belong to themselves,
as acquiring for themselves and acting in the same way. Now
only this science is for its own sake: therefore this alone is free
among the sciences.

And it should be noted that this may be taken in two ways. One
way is that the phrase “this alone” should indicate generically
all speculative science, In this case it is true that this genus of
sciences alone is sought for its own sake. Whence, too, those arts
alone are called “liberal’ which are ordained to science—while
those which are ordained to some utility to be had through action
are called “ mechanical ” or “ servile.”

Another way is that the phrase in question should indicate
specifically that philosophy, or wisdom, which is about the highest
causes—since among the highest causes there is the final cause
[which by definition is that “ for the sake of which ” something is
done, while other things are done for the sake of it}

It is clear, then, from the above, that the “ liberal arts,” taken
in thelr strictest sense, mean for St. Thomas the arts ordained
to the speculative sciences.

Would it then be foreign to the liberal arts to include among
them such disciplines as rhetoric, which is of no use for the
speculative sciences, and music (including the general matter
of poetics), which, unlike astronomy which is indispensable,
contribute only to the well-being of the highest speculative
science? It is plain that St. Thomas does not intend to exclude
them, since he enumerates them among the liberal arts without
any special qualification. How can one consider their inclusion
in a concept, which is clearly that of St. Thomas, of the liberal
arts as ordained basically to speculative knowledge? Concern-
ing rhetoric, the art of persuasion in matters over which we
deliberate, one would say that it is the art which befits a citizen
who is expected to take some part in the deliberations affecting
his city or state. Such a man is the free man who, while aiming
at the contemplation of speculative things, is nevertheless
equipped, by virtue of his intellectual capacity, to play a role

¢ 1 Metaphys., 1. 8, no. 58-59.
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in the ordering of the society he lives in for the good of all-—it
belonging to the intellect to order.

In effect, the characteristic of being a free man, as one of the
prerequisites for acquiring the liberal arts as a prelude to the
liberal sciences, is clearly derived, in the mind of Aristotle and
St. Thomas, primarily from nafure—Ilegality can confirm this
freedom, but 1t cannot of itself constitute it where it does not
already exist. This is succinetly summed up in the statement
of Aristotle: *. . . Some are slaves everywhere, others no-
where.” ** By this is implied that the status of a man as free or
servile cannot be genuinely constituted by law or the fortunes
of war: if a man 1s free by nature, even in captivity he remains
a free man. What is this native freedom based upon? It is
based, according to both Aristotle and St. Thomas, upon
intellect. *° For,” says Aristotle,” that which can foresee by the
exercise of mind is by nature intended to be lord and master,
and that which can with its body give effect to such foresight
is a subject, and by nature a slave.”** St. Thomas elaborates
upon this statement as follows:

. . . Nature not only intends generation, but also that what is
generated be preserved.

And that this, indeed, comes about in men through the associa-
tion of ruler and subject, he [Aristotle] shows through the fact that
he is naturally a ruler and master who by his intellect is able to
foresee those things which befit preservation, e.g., by causing
profitable things, and repulsing harmful ones. But he who is able
through the strength of his body to fulfil in work what the wise man
shall have foreseen by the mind, is naturally a subject and servant.

From this it is quite clear that the same thing is in the interests
of the preservation of both, namely, that the former should rule and
the latter be subject. For he who is able because of wisdom to
provide by his mind, meanwhile would not be able to be preserved
for lack of bodily strength, unless he have a servant to carry out
what he has foreseen; nor could he who abounds in bodily strength
be preserved, unless he be regulated by the prudence of the other.5®

48 Politics, 1, 1255a 80.

“ Thid., 125%a 30.

81 Polit., 1. 1, no. 19. St. Thomas inquires in the Summa Theologiae (I, q. 96,
a. 4) whether there would have been domination of one man over another even in
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The universal outlook that in every unity of order there is
an ordering principle and other elements that are ordered, is
basic with Aristotle and St. Thomas:

. . » In all things which form a composite whole and which are
made up of parts, whether continuous or discrete, a distinction
between the ruling and the subject element comes to light. Such a
duality exists in living creatures, but not in them only; it originates
in the constitution of the universe. . . .t

To whom does the ordering principle belong in a human com-
munity? It belongs to the wise man: . .. For the wise man
must not be ordered but must order, and he must not obey
another, but the less wise must obey him.” ** St. Thomas not
only approves these statements in the works where they first
appear, but in his Prooemium to the Exposition of the Meta-
physics he uses them to show first that among many sciences
ordered to one end, namely, happiness, there must be one order-
ing, and then that this deserves to be called wisdom. Finally,
in order to decide which science it is that has the characteristics
of wisdom that makes it fit to rule, St. Thomas has recourse
to Aristotle’s statement that it is those men who excel in
mntellect who are the natural rulers, to conclude that it is the

the state of innocence. St. Thomas’ answer is in the affirmative: there would be
dominion, not of the sort which is over slaves, for the benefit of the master, but
of the sort which is over freemen, for the benefit of the latter or of the common
good. Why should this second kind occur at all? It occurs, says St. Thomas,
because man is a social animal, living in a social unity, and in any unity made of
many there is invariably a ruling factor and those who are ruled. Further, this
redounds to the greater good of all, since if those better equipped by divine
Providence in knowledge or in virtue rule, those less well equipped will benefit
more than if obliged to shift for themselves. Clearly, then, St. Thomas, while
stigmatizing slavery, or dominion for the benefit of another, as a consequence of
original sin, does however envisage dominion for a subject’s benefit or for the
common good as a normal concomitant of man’s social nature, so instituted by the
Creator. It is this natural dominion which is envisaged by St. Thomas with
Aristotle in the discussion of the composition of the domestic unity in the Politics,
as the form of the discussion shows. Admittedly, however, those who hold, the
facts notwithstanding, for an absolute, universal and unqualified equality among
men, would term even any voluntary, non-slavish, subordination of one man to
another for mutual benefit, “slavery.”

¥ Polities, I, 1254a 25. Cf. Summa Theol., 1. q. 98, a. 4, c.; In Metaphys., Prooem.

5% Metaphysics, I, 982a 15.
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most ntellectual science which will merit the name of wisdom
and the role of ruler:

As the Philosopher teaches in his Politics, when several things
are ordered to one, one of them must be regulating or ruling, and
the others regulated or ruled. . . . But all the sciences and arts
are ordained to one thing, namely, to the perfection of man, which
is his happiness. Whence /it is necessary that one of them be the
ruler of all the others, which one rightly claims the name of
¢ wisdom *—for it 1s the part of the wise man to order others.

But what science this is, and with what it is concerned, may be
considered if one will diligently inspect what makes one fit to rule.
For just as men excelling in intellect, as the Philosopher states in
the aforesaid book, are naturally the rulers and masters of others,
while those men who are robust of body, but lacking in intellect,
are naturally slaves, so that science should naturally be the regu-
lator of the others which is intellectual above all. This science is
the science which is concerned with the most intelligible things.®®

Therefore it is plain that the man who by his intellect is
able to tend through the speculative liberal arts to the specu-
lative scienees, is more fundamentally free than the man who
is only legally free. As free, he is a citizen in the state rather
than a slave,

Furthermore, since the citizen in the perfect sense is one who
takes an active part in the conduct of the city—a characteristic
most true of citizens in a democracy—and since this active part
implies a share in the rule, and the use of the intellectual virtue
of prudence or practical wisdom, not only will the free man in
the sense of the man of intellect be a citizen, but he will be one
naturally fitted to share in the direction of the city.™ Tt follows

5% In Metaphys., Prooem.

8¢ .. A citizen . . . in the strictest sense . . . (is one whose) special characteristic
is that he shares in the administration of justice, and in offices. . . . Qur definition
is best adapted to the citizen of a democracy. . .. He who has the power to take
part in the deliberative or judicial administration of any state is said by us to be
s citizen of that state. . . . It has been well said that ‘he who has never learned
to obey cannot be a good commander” The two are not the same, but the good
citizen [in a democracy] ought to be capable of both; he should know how to goven
like a freeman, and how to obey like a freeman—these are the virtues of a citizen.
. . . Practical wisdom [i. e., prudence political or domestic] only is characteristic of
the ruler: it would seem that all other virtues [i.e., temperance, fortitude, justice]
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then that the man suited by nature for the speculative sciences,
the man who by virtue of intellect is the genuinely free man,
will also play a part in the life of the state. The bodies of such
freemen, while not fitted for servile labor, are nevertheless
“upright, and although useless for such (servile) services,
useful for political life in the arts both of war and of peace.” *®
St. Thomas explains this uprightness as follows: . . . The
bodies of freemen should be ° right,” 1. e., well disposed accord-
ing to nature, and useless for such servile activities (as digging
and the like), as a delicate complexion requires; but neverthe-
less they should be useful for civil life, in which free men are
active.” *® As students of St. Thomas know, since all knowledge
comes through the senses, excellence of intellect requires a body
conditioned thereto—mnot in the sense that the excellence of
the intellect depends upon the body, but in the sense that
nature, when intending a good intellect, shapes a body appro-
priate thereto. This St. Thomas underlines in the same place.®
Consequently, then, since “ man is more of a political animal
than bees or any other gregarious animal,” and a sign of this is
that “ man is the only animal which she (nature) has endowed
with speech,” which is ““ intended to set forth the expedient and
inexpedient, . . . the just and unjust,” *® the free man will have
the occasion to use speech in political assemblies, and therefore
the study of rhetoric, which is not only useful in political
science, but even occasionally masquerades as political science

must equally belong to ruler and subject ” (Politics, III, 1275a 20; 1275b 5, 15:
1277b 10, 25).

58 Politics, I, 1254b 25.

58 ¥ Polit., 1. 3, no. 70.

57« . . Since the body is naturally for the sake of the soul, nature intends to
form such a body as will befit the soul—and therefore it intends to give those who
have the souls of freemen, the, bodies of freemen, and likewise for slaves. And
there is always this agreement so far as the internal dispositions are concerned, for
it cannot be that anyone should have a well-disposed soul if the organs of the
imagination and the other natural and sensitive powers were to be badly disposed.
But in shape and external quantity and other external dispositions there can be
found disagreement [i.e., a body exfernally not suited for the soul of a freeman]”
(I Polit., 1. 8, no. 71).

88 Politics, I, 1253a 5, 15.
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itself,”® will not be dissonant with a liberal education. This
inclusion of rhetoric among the liberal arts, corresponds with
the Inclusion of moral science, whose chief part is political
science, in the order of learning, after natural science and
before divine science; “. . . What the rhetorician persuades, the
political scientist judges. . . .” ®°

Would an outlook which includes rhetoric among the hiberal
arts because of the civic side of the free man’s life, likewise
find a place for music (and poetics in general), which, like
rhetoric, do not have any direct bearing on the speculative
sciences? St. Thomas states that music contributes to the
well-being, the melius esse, of divine science, but is not, like
astronomy, indispensable. In what way might it contribute?
To answer this question it would seem normal to turn to the
place where Aristotle treats ex professo of the role of music in
liberal education in the Politics. The meager hints on the
subject in the works of St. Thomas indicate sufliciently that he
accepted this view of music.® In the Politics Aristotle not only
mncludes music in a liberal education, even to the extent of
advocating learning to play an instrument in youth in order to
be a better judge later, but also assigns to it an explicit role In
contributing to the highest goal of the liberal arts, the specu-
lative sciences. It does this by affording a fitting relaxation
from intellectual labor. What is said of music also applies to
poetics or literary studies, which were generally considered by
the Greeks as part of music, and which are grouped, as imitative
arts, with music taken in the strict sense, by Aristotle.®? Thus,

88« . . Rhetoric masquerades as political science, and the professors of it as
political experts. . . . (Rhetoric is useful because) we must be able to employ
persuasion, just as strict reasoning can be employed, on opposite sides of a question,
not in order that we may in practice employ it in both ways (for we must not
make people believe what is wrong), but in order that we may see clearly what
the facts are, and that, if another man argues unfairly, we on our part may be able
to confute him ” (Rhetoric, I, 1356a 25; 1855a 25).

8 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 7, 2. 2, ad 8.

® See I de Anima, 1. 7, nos. 95 and 97; Summa Theol., IT-11, q. 91 a. 2; In Psalm.
2, and 32; also the continuation of the commentary on the Politics, loc. cit., and of
De Regimine IV, c. 21 by members of the Thomistic school.

%% Poetics, 1447b 15.
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in addition to the useful or necessary arts, concerned with pro-
viding the things needed for sustaining life, there are those arts
which accompany the pursuit of liberal things, things desirable
for their own sake:

. . . Qur fathers admitted music into education, not on the
ground either of its necessity or utility (for the needs of life), for
it is not necessary, nor indeed useful in the same manner as reading
and writing, which are useful in money-making, in the management
of a household, in the acquisition of knowledge and in political life,
nor like drawing, useful for a more correct judgment of the works
of artists, nor again like gymnastic, which gives health and strength;
for neither of these is to be gained from music. There remains,
then, the use of musie for intellectual enjoyment in leisure; which
is in fact evidently the reason of its introduction, this being one of
the ways in which it is thought that a freeman should pass his
leisure. . . .5

It should be noted, of course, that the leisure here mentioned
is not simply inactivity, but rather leisure from worldly business
and preoccupations, allowing one to devote oneself to the active
pursuit of the speculative truth. This relation of the active to
the contemplative or speculative in human life, both of which
aspects will concern the liberally-educated man, as noted when
rhetoric was spoken of, is succinetly set forth by Arnistotle in the
same work:

The whole of life is . . . divided into two parts, business and
leisure, war and peace, and of actions some aim at what is necessary
and useful, and some at what is honorable. . . . There must be
war for the sake of peace, business for the sake of leisure, things
useful and necessary for the sake of things honorable. All these
points the statesman should keep in view when he frames his laws;
he should consider the parts of the soul and their functions, and
above all the better and the end. . . . For men must be able to
engage in business and go to war, but leisure and peace are better;
they must do what is necessary and indeed what is useful, but
what is honorable is better. On such principles children and persons
of every age which requires education should be trained.*

Musie, and generically, poetics, while having their function

3 Politics, VIII, 18382 10. Ttalics added. 8¢ Politics, VII, 1833a 80.
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simply for the sake of pleasure, as a remedy for exertion
generally, and also having their function in forming the passions
in the moral sense, are in addition singled out by Aristotle as
especially appropriate for relaxation in the leisure devoted to
intellectual activity: “. .. Amusement is needed more amid
serious occupations than at other times . . . for he who is hard
at work has need of relaxation. . . .” % It is very reasonable,
then, that the liberally-educated man, just as he should be,
in acquiring the art of reasoning, equipped not only for specu-
lative matters, but also, by learning rhetoric, for practical
matters, likewise should be, in acquiring the mathematical arts,
groomed not ounly in those directly related to speculative truth,
such as arithmetic, geometry and astronomy, but also in those
arts, namely, music and poetics in general, so admirably suited
to provide necessary relaxation in that speculative activity.

Supposing then that one is prepared, in the concept of the
liberal arts as introductory to the speculative sciences, which
is certainly the role explicitly assigned to them by St. Thomas,
to admit non-speculative rhetoric as an adjunct to the practical
side of a liberal existence, and recreational music and poetics
as an adjunct to speculative exertion, one is then ready to
confront what is brought up by Dr. Mullaney as an objection
against the whole gquadrivium, or mathematics, as liberal art.
In effect, since mathematics is listed by St. Thomas himself as
the second of the three speculative sciences, which he distin-
guishes from the liberal arts, how can it at the same time be
equated to the quadrivium which is part of the liberal arts?
Needless to say, St. Thomas is not oblivious to this situation,
which he presents in an objection in the In de Trinitate when
he 1s speaking of the order of the speculative sciences. Thus
St. Thomas lays down the following objection:

. . . Mathematics presents itself to be learned before natural
science, for the reason that boys can easily learn mathematics,
but not natural science, until more advanced, as is stated in Ethics
VI. Whence among the ancients the following order is said to have
been observed in learning the sciences: namely, that first, logic

88 Politics, VIII, 1837b 35.
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should be learned: then, mathematics; thirdly, natural science;
afterwards, moral science; and finally men would strive for divine
science. Therefore mathematics should have been ordered before
natural science.®®

How does St. Thomas answer this objection? One might expect
him to say that while the liberal art of mathematics is learned
before natural science, the science of mathematics is learned
after natural science. But he does not say it. His distinction
is not between science and art, but between science and the
object of science: the object of natural science is learned before
that of mathematics; but the science itself of nature is learned
after the science of mathematics.

. . . Although natural philosophy presents itself to be learned
after mathematics, for the reason that its universal teachings
require experience and time, nevertheless, natural things, since they
are sensible, are naturally more known than mathematical things
abstracted from sensible matter.®

This answer makes no distinction between an art and science of
mathematics, but simply states that although one knows the
object of natural science first, nevertheless, because of the time
required, one arrives at the knowledge of the science of nature,
its “ universal teachings,” only after mathematics, which can
be grasped without experience. Is mathematics, then, learned
after logic and before natural science, a science from the start?
This is indeed what Aristotle and St. Thomas say. In effect, in
the passage referred to in Ethics VI, Aristotle speaks about
“young men (who) become geometricians and mathematicians
and wise in matters like these ” ®*—and to say that one is
‘wise’ in a subject is to say that one has the perfection of it,
has the science. That is how St. Thomas understands it, saying
of the passage: “...They become wise in such, i. e., attaining
to the perfection of these sciences.” *® When he alludes to this
passage in the In Boetii de Trinitate in the process of assimilat-

% In Boet. de Trin., q. 5, a. 1, obj. 10.
87 7bid., ad 10.

98 Fthics, VI, 1142a 10.

8 VI Ethics., 1. 7, no. 1208.
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ing the quadrivium of arithmetic, geometry, music and astrono-
my to the mathematics of the Ethics, he refers to the knowing
of the young in this respect as scire, “ to know scientifically ”:
“. . . He [Aristotle] states in Ethics VI that mathematics can
be known scientifically (possunt sciri) by boys, but not physics,
which requires experience.” ™

But if the mathematics which is listed as following logic in
the trivtum-quadrivium sequence of the liberal arts 1s really a
science and not an art at all, why then does St. Thomas take
the pains to classify it likewise as an art, describing, to justify
that title, the various ““ makings ” that are engaged in, such as
numbering, measuring, forming melodies, computing the courses
of the stars? The correct answer to this would seem to be that
the mathematics of the quadrivium, begins as the last of the
liberal arts and ends as the first of the speculative sciences.
In other words, the student first learns mathematics as an art,
and then when he now begins to learn things as sciences, the
first science he comes to know is again mathematics. Such an
explanation concords with St. Thomas’ description of the sub-
jects of the quadrivium as arts, and his simultaneous statement,
together with that of Aristotle, that boys and young men can
attain to the perfection of these sciences—but have still to
attain to physics:

. . . He (Aristotle) raises a question concerning this, namely, as
to why a boy is able to become a mathematician, but is not able to
become a metaphysician, or a physicist, 1. e., a natural scientist.

The Philosopher answers this by saying that these things, namely,
mathematical things, are known by abstraction from the sensible
things about which experience is—and therefore, for the knowledge
of such there is not required a great length of time. But natural
principles, which are not abstracted from sensible things, are con-
sidered by means of experience, for which there is required a long
time,

As to wisdom, however, he adds that young men do not believe,
i.e., do not attain with the mind, sapiential things, i.e., meta-
physical things, although they speak them orally; but as to mathe-
matical things their essence is not inevident to them, since the

% I'n Boet. de Trin., q. 5, a. 1, ad 3.
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notions of mathematical things are of things imaginable, while
sapiential things are purely intelligible. For youths can easily
grasp those things which fall under the imagination.”?

From this outlook, then, the meaning of St. Thomas, who
lists the order of learning as logic, mathematics, natural science,
moral science and metaphysics, without any special distinguish-
ing of the first two from the latter three, is that one will first
learn logic as an art, 1.e., how to construct a sentence, form a
syllogism, compose a speech; followed by the learning of mathe-
matics, first as an art, involving measuring, constructing and
the like, and then as a science, 1. e., by beginning to see, especial-
Iy through the application of logic, why things are as they are.
Thus, through the constructions made in connection with the
right triangle of the Pythagorean theorem, and which have the
character of art, one is able clearly to show the role of those
constructions as a middle term—as known from logic—linking
together the square on the hypotenuse with the squares on the
other two sides. In so doing, one shows or demonstrates why
this must be so, 1. e., one induces science.

In keeping with this traumsitional nature of mathematics,
involving a beginning as art and a termination as science, one
would not expect St. Thomas to cite it equally with logic when
speaking of the liberal arts. And, in effect, whenever St.
Thomas chooses to give an example of the liberal arts, or to use
one type of them as a symbol of all, it is invariably logic which
is named, as though it were “ liberal art ” par excellence. Thus,
in the Exposition of the Metaphysics, when speaking of the arts
which are “introductory to the other sciences,” a designation
he applies in the In Boeti de Trinitate to the liberal arts in
general, he mentions specifically logic as though synonymous
with all such arts:

Since therefore several arts were found with regard to utility,
some of which are for the necessities of life, such as are the mechani-
cal arts, while others are as an introduction into the other sciences,
such as the logical sciences, those artificers are to be called wiser

whose sciences were not discovered for utility, but for the sake of
knowing, such as are the speculative sciences.™

YY) Ethie., 1. 7, no. 1208-10. 21 Metaphys., §. 1, no. 32,
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. . . When they had nearly everything which was necessary for
life, and those things which are “for leisure,” i.e., for pleasure,
which consists in a certain quietude of life, and those which are
pecessary for erudition, as are the logical sciences, which are not
sought for their own sake, but as introductory to the other arts,
then first did that prudence, i.e., wisdom, begin to be sought.”

That logic, while being learned as an art, 1. e., not for its own
sake—which characteristic of being not for its own sake, accord-
ing to St. Thomas, distinguishes it as “art” rather than
“science ” (although he casually calls 1t “ science” above
nevertheless) —need not then be learned as a science, may be
seen from the fact that its object, as a science, unlike that of
the other sciences, is not real being, but being of the mind.™
The teacher of logic should know it as a science, but the
student, who is learning it not as an end in itself, need know
it, so far as introductory value to the other sciences is con-
cerned, initially at least, only as an art. Since the object of
logic as such, namely, the second intentions of the mind such as
genus, species, subject, predicate and the like, have a umi-
versality comparable to that of the being of metaphysics,’™ it
would seem under this heading to be best studied later, on the
level of metaphysics.

At this point, in connection with the relation of the “ liberal
arts” to the “ speculative sciences,” and in view of the fact

%3 Ibid., 1. 8, no. 57.

7t % . . The sciences are of those things which the intellect understands. But
the sciences are of things, not of species or intelligible intentions, except for
rational science [i.e., logic] alone” (III de Anima, 1. 8, no. 718). “. . . The
logician considers the mode of predication, and not the existence of a thing” (VIL
Metaphys., 1. 17, no. 1658).

78 %< Being of reason’ (ens rationis) is said properly of those intentions which
reason finds in the things considered, such as the intention of ‘ genus,’ ® species,” and
the like—which, indeed, are not found in the nature of things, but are consequent
upon the consideration of reason. And such, namely, the being of reason, is properly
the subject of logic. But such intelligible intentions are equated to the beings of
nature, in that all the beings of nature fall under the consideration of reason. And
therefore the subject of logic extends to all the things of which the being of nature
is predicated. Whence he [Aristotle] concludes that the subject of logic is equated
to the subject of philosophy, which is the being of nature [or real being]” (IV
Metaphys., L. 4, no. §74).

































































































































































































































































































































