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INTRODUCTION

Aesthetics has undergone a radical transformation in the last hundred years. Traditionally, the
subject has always occupied the margins of philosophy, for the simple reason that it deals with
those aspects of experience which are the least amenable to categorization, i.e., art, beauty,
emotion, and the ever-changing delights of the senses. However, the divisions imposed on reality by
modern reason and changes brought about by the industrialization of experience have necessitated
a rethinking of the relationship between the individual and reality. Gone are notions of a distinct
self in receipt of a mind-independent world and, in their place, are theses to the effect that
consciousness and reality are interconnected at a fundamental level. One consequence of this shift
is that aesthetic experience is redefined. Far from being a mere adjunct to everyday perception, it
is shown to be vital to an understanding of the relationship between mind and world. The aesthetic,
formerly exiled from mainstream attention, assumes centre-stage as the region to which we can
turn for new cognitive possibilities and a sensibility that is critical of the divisions exercised by
modern thought.

This book makes available for the first time in one volume key texts by leading thinkers in
modern aesthetics. Thirty-five authors are represented altogether and in nearly all cases their
writings are complete and unabridged. One essay is also appearing in English for the first time:
Georg Lukacs’ ‘Specific Particularity as the Central Category of Aesthetics’. The selection charts
the development of ideas from the nineteenth century and the defining texts of the tradition to
recent debates within the major intellectual movements of the twentieth century. The essays
are organized into sections, and each section opens with an introductory essay by the editor,
giving background information on the individual authors and outlining the principal arguments.
There are six sections: (1) Nineteenth-Century German Aesthetics, (2) Phenomenology and
Hermeneutics, (3) Marxism and Critical Theory, (4) Modernism, (5) Poststructuralism and
Postmodernism, and (6) Psychoanalysis and Feminism.

While this sectioning of material acknowledges certain shared interests and methods, it is not
meant to signify the existence of separate, uniform lines of enquiry. There are several instances when
an author included in one category could have easily been placed in another. Essays and arguments
gain their critical edge by being part of a continuous, evolving body of ideas and, in respect of this,
The Continental Aesthetics Reader sets out to place its essays in a constellational relationship.
Once individual items are placed side by side, connections materialize which transform all the
participants. Proximities and distances emerge which let the reader see how the various positions
speak to one another, where the claims of one are reinforced by the claims of a second, or are
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INTRODUCTION

subject to re-evaluation by the criticisms of a third. Just how thought is organized and just how
categories relate to their subject matter are in fact prominent themes in contemporary aesthetics,
and are explored below by, among others, Kant, Nietzsche, Bachelard, Adorno, and Habermas.

With regard to the communication that occurs between essays, aesthetics is in a particularly
unique position. As a subject in its own right, its arguments and counter-arguments achieve the
level of specialized focus necessary to bring new possibilities into view yet, because of the scope of
the subject, these possibilities have implications which reach beyond aesthetics to theoretical
enquiry across the full range of the humanities. For example, poststructuralism’s and feminism’s
interest in the process of writing makes us consider the contingent, constructed properties of
thought, and the work done within hermeneutics and critical theory on art and understanding
brings to wider attention the need for an ethics of communication. Thus, focusing on the eddies and
currents which make up contemporary aesthetic debate lets us witness the flow of ideas within
modern European thought as a whole.

The extent to which articles talk to one another has influenced the selection process. On a
number of occasions, the first and seemingly obvious choice for inclusion was replaced by an
article that participated with others in a dialogue. For example, ‘Eye and Mind’ is one of Merleau-
Ponty’s most well-known essays on aesthetics but instead of this I have chosen *The Intertwining —
The Chiasm’. As well as being an important piece in its own right, it is also the subject for
discussion in Lacan’s ‘0f the Gaze as Objet Petit a’ and Irigaray’s ‘The Invisible of the Flesh’.
Similarly, Marcuse’s main work on aesthetics is The Aesthetic Dimension but rather than take a
chapter from here, I have opted for the lesser-known *Nature and Revolution’, from Counter-
revolution and Revolt. Not only does it anticipate Marcuse’s thesis in The Aesthetic Dimension
but it also offers critical commentary on Marx’s ‘Private Property and Communism’ and shows
how critical theory supports radical feminism.

The decision to make complete and unabridged essays a priority came from my dissatisfaction
with anthologies that offer heavily filleted versions of original works. A series of excerpts or
selected passages often cannot do justice to the broader argument in which the individual claims
are set. In any analysis of a text, certain passages will be highlighted and emphasized at the
expense of others, and any process which limits the freedom of the reader to make their own
comparisons within the body of an essay is an unwelcome intervention. However, there are some
cases where complete works could not be reproduced. The texts from Marx and Adorno are, by
their nature, fragmentary and, in a book of this kind, the epoch-defining systems of Kant and Hegel
can only be represented in extract form. Where cuts have been made because of length, for
example, with Heidegger, Derrida, and Freud, I have excised passages whose removal I felt
detracted the least from the overall argument.

I have also considered the different forms of artwork — literature, music, the visual arts — that
are discussed in the essays, mindful that too much attention paid to one category might alienate
readers from other areas or that by attempting to cover a bit of everything, I end up diluting the
whole enterprise. Fortunately, the pattern of debate within mainstream Continental aesthetics is
such that it seldom manifests itself as the philosophy of any one particular artform, and so there is
little opportunity for bias to arise. Instead, themes emerge which draw on relationships between
all the arts. ‘Art’ is regularly broached as a category in general: an artefact — be it a painting, a
piece of music, or a performance — which, by being the sensuous embodiment of conscious enquiry,
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INTRODUCTION

invites us to reassess our understanding of the way we interact with other objects and minds. The
body and the five senses represent other areas of common interest. Bodily sensation roots us in
existence, and the interventions which art and philosophy make in our appreciation of the senses
affect how we view our position in the world. Merleau-Ponty, Marx, Lacan, and Irigaray all show
how the textures of sensation are linked to wider debates regarding the structure of thought and
the creation of social values.

Another very important development is that, in many respects, art and philosophy have become
fused. This is primarily a result of interest in the philosophical and artistic significance of meta-
phor. Metaphor creates associations between concepts by describing one thing in terms of another,
where the two terms literally or seemingly have nothing to do with one another, for example, ‘love
is blind’, ‘the fabric of reality’, and ‘Pollock’s paintings dance before your eyes’. Accepted bound-
aries between concepts are disregarded and, in the newly found intervening space, novel and often
insightful perspectives are brought into being. With metaphor, it is the region in between estab-
lished concepts that becomes significant, for example, the synaesthetic relationships between
different artforms, and the question of a middle-ground between art and philosophy. Several
authors in this book, for example, Adorno, Blanchot, Bloch, Derrida, Irigaray, Deleuze and
Guattari, write their philosophy as art, treating language not so much as a linear conveyor of ideas
but as a medium which, through transgression and manipulation, can let us witness the creation
and construction of thought.

As words with a particular philosophical currency, ‘Continental’ and ‘aesthetics’ deserve some
explanation. ‘Aesthetic’ has a number of different though related meanings. There are, I suggest,
three senses of the term. (1) In ancient Greek philosophy, in the texts of the pre-Socratics, Plato,
and Aristotle, aisthesis refers to lived, felt experience, knowledge as it is obtained through the
senses, in contrast to eidos, knowledge derived from reason and intellection, from which we get
the word ‘idea’. The distinction remains with us today and underlies much contemporary thought.
The seventeenth-century rationalist philosopher René Descartes is one figure who can be singled
out as reasserting the distinction. He is generally regarded as the founder of modern philosophy on
the grounds that he demonstrates the independence of human rationality from God. However, the
argument upon which his entire system rests, the cogito — ‘I think, therefore, I am’ — (from the
Discourse on Method (1637)) is also an argument for the primacy of thought over sense
perception.

(2) Perhaps the most familiar sense of the term is aesthetics as the study of beauty and, in
particular, the beautiful in art. This understanding originates in the eighteenth century with the
appearance of the ‘modern (Cartesian) individual’ and the upsurge of interest in harmonious form
which accompanied the changes in western society’s economic structure. The transition from
feudalism to capitalism initiated the move from the ‘absolute law’ of the aristocracy to the
‘subjective freedom’ of the new bourgeoisie who instituted beauty and the fine arts as expressions
of their new class identity. Allied with this was the emergence of romantic theories of beauty in
opposition to the classical tradition. Whereas classicism explained beauty in terms of set
relational or mathematical properties, romanticism claimed for the artist a unique, holistic
relationship with nature which meant that artistic expression and quality transcended rules or
prescriptive criteria. This ensured an excess of individual, subjective autonomy in which to locate
bourgeois identity.
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INTRODUCTION

(3) Contemporary aesthetics has its roots in the third sense of the term. It appears as a
reaction to the previous ‘appreciation of beauty’ concept, and is articulated in the work of the
eighteenth-century German philosopher Immanuel Kant. He saw the interests of subjective experi-
ence and objective knowledge becoming increasingly polarized and, in response, constructed a
system of thought in which subjective experience and the condition of belonging to a world were
shown to be interrelated. Tradition had placed the aesthetic beyond words and Kant’s ingenious
move was to take its property of being resistant to conceptualization and make it the arena in
which the interaction between consciousness and reality is worked out. For the first time, what
exists beyond description is not placed beyond understanding or in opposition to everyday experi-
ence but argued to be the dynamic state of conceptual reappraisal that is constitutive of our
attempts to deal with any new situation. What had been theorized as a narrow and isolated band
of experience is seen to arch across all the ‘hard’, world-confronting regions of thought, e.g.,
epistemology, ethics, ontology. Occasions when we are coming to terms with an artwork or enjoy-
ing a moment of heightened sensation become vital to an understanding of our cognitive and
moral contact with the world.

Why ‘Continental’ aesthetics? In the western tradition, it is often claimed that there are two
styles or ways of doing philosophy: the Continental, characterized primarily by the work of French
and German philosophers, and the analytic, dominant in most American and British philosophy
departments. Generally speaking, Continental philosophy pays greater attention to the historically
rooted and culturally constructed nature of ideas; philosophy is recognized as something which is
made and written and, therefore, as something which cannot be divorced from the contingencies of
language and tradition. In contrast, analytic philosophy, with its roots in British empiricism and
logical positivism, is committed to the belief that a problem can be clarified or brought out into the
open through the careful and rigorous analysis of concepts as we understand them today. In
response to the question ‘what is art?’, an analytic philosopher might attempt to devise a checklist
of properties that an object must have in order to count as a work of art (a set of necessary and
sufficient conditions), whereas the Continental philosopher might take the question less on its own
terms and suggest instead that it exists as part of a broader sweep of enquiry where the greater
interest lies in what it means to be indefinable. In no way are the two approaches antitheses or
opposites: the Continental and the analytic share many problems and debates. However, differ-
ences in style and other, institutional forces can sometimes mean that communication between the
two is not as frequent as it could be.

Of the two, it is Continental aesthetics that has had the greater impact on our understanding of
modern art and experience. This, I suggest, is mainly due to the fact that the climate within
Continental thought has been more favourable to the propagation of new branches of enquiry
from nineteenth-century German aesthetics. Although Kant and Hegel sit quite happily on both
analytic and Continental curricula, it is only the latter which has seriously addressed the need to
rethink how the world appears to us and how it is made manifest to us in the light of their
metaphysics. Phenomenology, hermeneutics, critical theory, and psychoanalysis are all, at decisive
moments, extensions of the premise — running through Kant, Hegel, and Nietzsche — that sub-
jectivity and objectivity are abstractions from a much more fundamental and complex dynamic.
One consequence of German aesthetics’ interweaving of the mental and the physical has been the
twentieth century’s ‘linguistification’ of experience: the suggestion that experience does not come
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INTRODUCTION

to us pure but is shaped and organized into recognizable units by the language we speak. Again,
this thesis has been explored in detail by both traditions. However, its more radical implications for
the status of aesthetics, the nature of meaning, and the texture of experience are to be found in
Continental philosophy, in particular, poststructuralism and feminism. They emphasize the
material properties of language and draw attention to the way in which its web-like network of
relationships allows unexpected connections to frustrate our attempts at direct or self-evident
meaning.

The Continental aesthetic tradition offers some of the most stimulating and innovative thinking
on art and aesthetic experience in the modern era. Discussions about art and human sensibility are
shown to hold valuable insights for the way we apportion meaning and value in our lives. Cartesian
thought and capitalism divide fundamental relationships into isolated things, setting subjective
experience apart from the objective world and installing a model of truth where the former is
subordinate to the latter. Against this, Continental aesthetics asks us to consider the phenomenal
and social textures which implicate us in the world, for within them we find the perceptual
possibilities and dynamics of interpretation that generate new models of understanding. In the
absence of truth, there is only art. The following essays demonstrate this.
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INTRODUCTION

Immanuel Kant Extracts from ‘Analytic of Aesthetic Judgment’ and ‘Dialectic of
Aesthetic Judgment’, Critique of Judgment, §§32-38, 4446, 49,
56-57.

G.W.F. Hegel Extracts from Aesthetics: Lectures on Fine Art, §81,2,5, and 8.

Friedrich Nietzsche On Truth and Lie in an Extra-Moral Sense

Immanuel Kant

Aesthetic experience has, for the greater part of the history of western philosophy, been regarded
as subordinate to rational enquiry. Traditionally, sensory or aesthetic experience is dismissed as a
means to truth either because it can be confused or indistinct or because it is not amenable to
conceptual analysis; both Plato and Descartes offer arguments along these lines. This changes in
the eighteenth century when two German thinkers make aesthetics central to philosophy: Alexan-
der Baumgarten (1714-62) and Immanuel Kant (1724-1804). Baumgarten addresses the
charge of confusion. His Metaphysica (1739) reconfigures aesthetic confusion as a synthesis
(*confusion’s field’ or campus confusionis) and, therefore, as a positive epistemological notion.!
Whereas rational judgement divides the world into subjects and predicates, aesthetic experience,
Baumgarten avers, allows us to perceive these moments as a unified whole.

Kant’s writing, however, has overshadowed Baumgarten’s contribution. The reason for this, I
suggest, is that Kant radically alters the modern European philosophical landscape. The major
shift in thought he makes is to acknowledge the finitude of human experience. That is to say, he
asserts that human consciousness is not detached from the world but rooted in and actively
engaged with it. This is Kant’s *Copernican Revolution’. The comparison with Copernicus is made
by Kant himself. Just as Copernicus tries to remove the anomalies affecting sixteenth-century
astronomy by adopting a new model of the cosmos, so Kant proposes to resolve the problems of
metaphysics by offering a new model of the relation between mind and reality:

Hitherto it has been assumed that all our knowledge must conform to objects. But all
attempts to extend our knowledge of objects by establishing something in regard to them
a priori, by means of concepts, have, on this assumption, ended in failure. We must
therefore make trial whether we may not have more success in the tasks of metaphysics,
if we suppose that objects must conform to our knowledge.?
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The human subject is made the origin of experience and, from this premise, the conditions of
possibility of subjectivity are shown to be, at one and the same time, the conditions of possibility of
objectivity. In other words, the structure of my experience and the structure of the world (the fact
that it is occupied by perceptually graspable things) are two sides of the same coin. This is Kant’s
Transcendental Deduction, the central argument of the Critique of Pure Reason.

Kant’s philosophy is ‘critical’ in a particular sense. His use of the term is allied to his assertion
of human finitude. ‘Critique’, for Kant, refers to an examination of the scope and limits of our
cognitive powers; in particular, a demonstration of both the possibility of knowledge within experi-
ence and the impossibility of knowledge beyond the limits of experience. As such, it is a reply to the
scepticism characteristic of empiricist philosophy and to the dogmatic metaphysics of rational-
ism. Philosophy, as Kant found it, was polarized between the rationalism of Descartes, Leibniz,
and Baumgarten on the Continent and the empiricism of Locke and Hume in Britain. The presup-
positions of both systems, he observed, ultimately worked to undermine them and prevent them
from offering coherent theories of knowledge and action. For example, Descartes fails in the
Meditations (1641) to guarantee clear and distinct ideas and Hume realizes in the Treatise of
Human Nature (1740) that an empiricist model of knowledge cannot account for abstract,
structural concepts such as causality, number, and the self. Critical philosophy seeks to avoid these
problems. Human finitude means that our concepts necessarily open onto the world as it is
received by us through sensibility (what Kant calls die Anschauung or ‘intuition’): ‘thoughts
without content are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind’.? This necessary interrelationship
disarms Hume’s doubt regarding the justification of our concepts and demonstrates to the ration-
alist that our categories are not abstractions which can be detached from experience and used to
construct dogmatic metaphysical schemes.

Kant’s main task is to argue for this interrelationship between mind and reality and, in particu-
lar, to explain how objectivity is possible given that the subject has been made the basis of
experience. This project occupies all three of the books which make up Kant’s critical system. The
Critique of Pure Reason (1781, revised 1787) lays the foundations and considers the application
of our cognitive powers (or ‘reason’ (die Vernunft) in Kant’s broad sense of the term) to experi-
ence. The consequences of finitude for morality are considered in the Critique of Practical Reason
(1788). Here, Kant faces the question of how a universal moral imperative supplied by reason in
advance of experience can serve as a principle for showing us how we ought to act in particular
situations.

The Critique of Judgment (1790) completes the critical trilogy not just because it is the third
and final volume but, more importantly, because it explores those aspects of experience which
allow the fullest exposition of the interrelationship between subject and object: art, beauty, and the
appearance of design in nature. Aesthetics is not treated in isolation but made central to Kant’s
entire project, and shown to be directly relevant to moral and epistemological issues. Furthermore,
it can be argued that Kant’s accounts of the mediation between category and experience in the
first two Critiques ultimately lie unresolved, and it is the job of the third book to give his thesis its
full and final expression. For example, in the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant surrenders the
operation of the mind which brings pure concepts into relation with empirical intuition as ‘an art
concealed in the depths of the human soul, whose real modes of activity nature is hardly likely ever
to allow us to discover’.*
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The main question which Kant asks in the third Critique is how a subjective, aesthetic judge-
ment, a judgement of taste, can claim universal assent. Aesthetic judgements are those utterances
where we describe something as beautiful or as having special significance, e.qg., ‘This is a beautiful
landscape’, ‘This is a powerful work of art’. The problem he finds with these judgements is that,
although in one sense they are a description of a personal feeling, they nevertheless appear to
make a claim about the object concerned, a claim (about its beauty or aesthetic strength) which
arguably should hold for everyone. Kant refers to this as the antinomy of taste. How can the
contradictory aspects of subjectivity and objectivity be reconciled?

In order to overcome the antinomy, Kant distinguishes between determinative and reflective
judgement. This distinction is vital. ‘Judgement in general’, he writes, ‘is the ability to think the
particular under the universal’ (CJ 179).> Determinative judgements, on the one hand, subsume a
particular under a universal or, in a more Kantian idiom, an intuition under a concept, and
determine an object to be a certain kind of thing, for example, ‘This is a tomato’. Reflective
judgements, on the other, do not identify or assign properties to an object. Judgements of taste are
reflective: to describe a landscape as ‘beautiful’ or a piece of music as ‘sad’ is not to ascribe
empirically determinate qualities to the objects. No determination is made by these judgements,
Kant maintains, for the simple reason that no definite concept is available to them. (Resistance to
conceptualization, we can recall, is the traditional charge made against aesthetic experience by
philosophy.) Instead, he argues, our cognitive powers have to /ook for a concept.

Reflective judgement then needs a concept for, in Kantian terms, all experience requires con-
cepts and intuitions, but not a determinate concept. To meet this need, the imagination supplies the
indeterminate concept of nature’s subjective purposiveness, the idea that the world appears to us
as ifit had been designed for our awareness:

Someone who feels pleasure in the mere reflection on the form of an object . . . rightly
lays claim to everyone’s assent, even though this judgement is empirical and a singular
judgement. For the basis of this pleasure is found in the universal, though subjective,
condition of [aesthetic] reflective judgements, namely, the purposive harmony of an
object (whether the product of nature or of art) with the mutual relation of the cognitive
powers . . . that are required for every empirical cognition.

(CJ 191, emphasis added)

We experience beauty or aesthetic delight, Kant declares, when we recognize that the order we
perceive in the world is a reflection of the order we require for meaningful, intelligible experience.
In other words, moments of beauty, for Kant, are moments when we glimpse the conditions of the
possibility of experience.

Isn’t this simply a restatement of the premise that there is a necessary interrelationship between
mind and nature? The only way a philosophy which starts from the point of view of the subject can
explain objectivity, it would seem, is to make the rather grand assumption that mind and nature
simply interlock. Kant is not guilty of this, though. To rely on the indeterminate concept of nature’s
subjective purposiveness, he avers, is not to assume that the laws of nature are the laws of our
understanding, ‘for it is only reflective [as opposed to determinative] judgement that uses this idea
as a principle ... In using this principle, judgement gives a law only to itself, not to nature’ (CJ
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180). Kant is not asserting that nature has been designed for our awareness, not arguing for the
presence of a particular order in nature. This distinguishes him from the Enlightenment belief that
our categories cut reality at the joints and deliver to us conceptually all that the world can be.
Instead, Kant is arguing for the possibility of order, the state of affairs upon which any experien-
tial, intelligible purchase on the world is conditional. Without this, empirical differences ‘might
still be so great that it would be impossible for our understanding . . . to divide nature’s products
into genera and species’ (CJ 185). Purposiveness, he writes, is

a principle by which judgement prescribes, not to nature (which would be autonomy) but
to itself (which is heautonomy), a law for its reflection on nature ... We must think
nature, as regards its merely empirical laws, as containing the possibility of an endless
diversity of empirical laws that [despite being laws] are nonetheless contingent as far as
we can see ... And yet we must necessarily presuppose and assume this unity, since
otherwise our empirical cognition could not thoroughly cohere to [forml a whole of
experience.

(€J183-86)

By transforming the determinate notion of ‘purpose’ (Zweck) into the indeterminate notion of
‘purposiveness’ (Zweckmdssigkeit), Kant is reconciling another pair of philosophical opposites.
Eighteenth-century science was trying to accommodate two world-views: Aristotelian teleology
and Renaissance empiricism. Teleology is the study of purpose in nature. It derives from Aristot-
le’s concept of ‘final cause’ or telos. Every inanimate object or organism, Aristotle argues, has a
‘natural place’ or ‘state’ and all motion or growth can be explained in terms of transition towards
this final state. For example, objects fall to the ground, Aristotle suggests, because the earth is
their ‘natural state’. The Renaissance, though, brought the recognition that knowledge could be
generated simply by detecting regularity through observation, and much of the evidence of the
senses was found to conflict with Aristotle’s system, e.qg., his theory of the celestial spheres. As a
result, Aristotle’s influence waned. However, deriving mechanical laws from observed regularities
cannot explain the sense of organization found in organisms where parts interact in the interests
of the greater whole. Thus the Aristotelian notion of purpose was still a necessary explanatory
component. In Kant’s system, purposiveness (or the appearance of a purpose) becomes the tran-
scendental principle which explains how the apprehension of regularity in experience is possible.

The critical trilogy is a very elaborate structure, and its overall coherence as a unified system
continues to be the subject of contemporary scholarship. The importance it holds for aesthetics is
immense, since it positions the aesthetic as that realm of human experience where we appraise the
relationship between the world and our conceptual understanding of it. We enjoy art, literature, and
music because they move ussubjectively to offer objective judgement,anditisthistension or interplay
between subjectivity and objectivity, Kant affirms, which we find in moral reasoning, the construction
of knowledge, and, in fact, every waking moment. Thus, the demands made by an artwork on us to
find the right words to describe its effect or significance are paradigms for the conceptual or inter-
pretative decisions which have to be made in moral and epistemological judgements. This would
cover aesthetic moments in scientific research: ‘we rejoice . . .when, just as if it were a lucky chance
favouring our aim, we do find such systematic unity among merely empirical laws’ (CJ 184).
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In making my selections from the Critique of Judgment, 1 have chosen extracts which fit
together to demonstrate, in a concise and coherent fashion, the relationship between the first and
third Critiques. The sections show how the problems posed by aesthetic judgement and the experi-
ence of beauty lead to the concept of purposiveness and, more especially, purposiveness as it is
displayed in art. Purposiveness, as the ‘feeling of freedom in the play of our cognitive powers’ (CJ
306), is the basis of the relationship between mind and nature which allows us to bring nature
under concepts. It is therefore the term which completes Kant’s explanation of finitude, the
necessarily interwoven nature of concept and intuition. There are sections from the ‘Analytic of
Aesthetic Judgment’ and the ‘*Dialectic of Aesthetic Judgment’. The analytic—dialectic structure is
common to all three Critiques: *analytic’, in this context, refers to what can be said about judge-
ment (bringing an intuition under a concept) as it applies to experience, whereas ‘dialectic’ refers
to the transcendental reasoning beyond experience Kant undertakes in order to resolve the anti-
nomies of metaphysics. The ‘Analytic’ sections outline the significance Kant attaches to fine art,
and the contradictory aspects of aesthetic judgements (subjective statements making objective
claims) which define the antinomy of taste. Reproduced from the ‘Dialectic of Aesthetic Judg-
ment’ is the solution to the antinomy.

Fine art, for Kant, is the product of genius. The concept of ‘genius’ belongs to the Romantic era
in the history of ideas and denotes the capacity of an artist to produce work which transcends the
established rules of composition. In Kantian terms, the genius is an artist who can give phenom-
enal form to ‘aesthetic ideas’. An ‘aesthetic idea’ is ‘a presentation of the imagination which
prompts much thought, but to which no determinate thought whatsoever, i.e., no [determinate]
concept, can be adequate, so that no language can express it completely and allow us to grasp it’
(CJ 314). The indeterminate concept of nature’s subjective purposiveness belongs to this
category:

in [dealing with] a product of fine art we must become conscious that it is art rather
than nature, and yet the purposiveness [the appearance of design or purposel in its form
must seem as free from all constraint of chosen rules as if it were a product of mere
nature.

(CJ3006)

The appearance of art ‘as if it were a product of mere nature’ would seem to suggest that Kant
confines fine art to mimesis. This is not the case. While it is true that much eighteenth-century
painting sought to define or perfect beauty in nature, it is important to remember that Kant makes
beauty a function of the interplay between our cognitive faculties and the world. Fine art then, for
Kant, is first and foremost an activity through which we explore the nature of our moral and
perceptual contact with the world. For example, Kant’s interest in the possibility of finding new
alignments between concept and intuition lends interpretative support to the revolutions in repre-
sentation generated by modernism, e.g., impressionism, fauvism, cubism. Furthermore, recent
research shows that Pollock’s drip paintings exhibit elements of pattern and symmetry congruent
with fractal images. Given the relation between fractals and chaos theory (the impossibility of a
complete description of any particular event or situation), there is some interesting work to be
done here on the Kantian notion that art displays nature’s purposiveness.
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G.W.F. Hegel

Hegel’s ambition is the same as Kant’s: to reconcile the millennia-old philosophical oppositions of
mind and reality, thought and substance. Kant ultimately fails in this, Hegel thinks, because he
surrenders metaphysics, knowledge of things as they are in themselves, in contrast to things as
they appear to empirical consciousness. Kant’s philosophy, for Hegel, is a form of subjectivism:
Kant limits our knowledge to appearances, and places noumena or things-in-themselves beyond
our grasp. This restriction is arguably present in Kant’s admissions, in the first Critique, that we
can think noumena but cannot know them and, in the third, that ‘judgement gives a law only to
itself, not to nature’.

Hegel is arguably the last system-building metaphysician in the history of western philosophy,
the last figure to offer a scheme which embraces all aspects of reality, including our aspirations to
truth and justice. The simple but far-reaching move he makes in response to Kant is to assert that
knowledge and reality are in fact one. All the individual perceptions and experiences we have
belong to a procession of thought that is moving towards the end of history. This ultimate and final
unity Hegel terms *Absolute Knowledge’ or ‘Absolute Spirit’. The basis for this metaphysics is the
conceptual point that a unity, to be a unity, must be a unity of parts. In his Aesthetics: Lectures on
Fine Art, Hegel avows that it is the task of the philosophy ‘to show how the Idea in logic has, in
accordance with its own Concept, to transpose itself into natural existence and then, out of this
externality, into spirit; and finally to free itself from the finitude of spirit again to become spirit in
its eternity and truth’ (AI 94).°

Organicism is intrinsic to Hegel’s theory: one thing can generate out of itself a network of
interrelated parts which work towards achieving unity again; the Idea, in accordance with its own
Concept, transposes itself into natural existence. (*Idea’ is the term Hegel uses to denote the
ultimate unity between a concept and its object.) This is in keeping with the use of ‘organism’ in
nineteenth-century Romanticism as a metaphor for the creative process. In Romantic aesthetics,
following Kant, a harmony is held to exist between artistic intuition and nature, and the artist
generates insight, the theory has it, in virtue of the holistic nature of her practice. However, for
Hegel, there is also a Platonic influence, to the extent that his ideas, in many respects, might be
regarded as a revised, dynamic Platonism. In Plato’s Republic, abstract, transcendental Forms
give shape and determination to physical, sensory reality: our everyday world displays order and
regular appearance, Plato maintains, because each individual thing (for example, a tree, a bicycle,
happiness, justice) has been given its being by an original template. To explain how this determin-
ation takes place, Plato draws on the metaphor of nourishment:

The sun [Socrates explains to Glauconl not only makes the things we see visible, but
causes the processes of generation, growth and nourishment, without itself being such a
process . . . The [form of thel good therefore may be said to be the source not only of the
intelligibility of the objects of knowledge, but also of their being and reality.”

Herein lies the basis of Hegel’s part—whole idealism: what makes the objects of knowledge intelli-
gible also nourishes them or brings them into being; perception, in some sense, creates its own
object. As he writes in the Logic (1817), it is *organic life’ that corresponds to the development of
the Idea:
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the plant is developed from its germ. The germ virtually involves the whole plant, but
does so only ideally or in thought . . . The truth of the hypothesis . . . lies in its perceiving
that in the process of development the notion keeps to itself and only gives rise to
alteration of form, without making any addition in point of content.®

Knowledge is the unfolding of experiences and possibilities that are already implicit in original
conscious awareness.

The relationship between thought and substance, for Hegel, is dynamic: a dialectic of subjectiv-
ity and objectivity through which human consciousness approaches the realization that mind and
reality are one. The dialectic is first considered in Hegel’s lectures at the university of Jena
(1801-07) but receives its full, systematic exposition in the Phenomenology of Spirit (1807). The
unfolding of consciousness, he argues, is a cyclic, three-stage process of ‘thesis’, ‘antithesis’, and
‘synthesis’. Uttering one judgement about an object (the thesis) makes the speaker aware that
there is more to the object than her statement allows (the antithesis). A previously unrecognized
or unconsidered aspect of the thing is brought to light, and so a revised judgement is made (a
synthesis, which becomes the new thesis). As Hegel writes in the Phenomenology:

Consciousness recognizes that it is the untruth occurring in perception that falls within
it. But by this very recognition it is able at once to supersede this untruth; it distinguishes
its apprehension of the truth from the untruth of its perception, [and] corrects this
untruth.’

Here, then, is another answer to Kant’s problem of how subjective mind can offer objective judge-
ment. Judgement, considered dynamically, necessarily includes within itself an awareness of its own
partiality or contingency: producing a description or a representation records an aspect of the
object and, in so doing, also draws attention to features which have not been taken into consider-
ation. Whereas subjective appearance is traditionally thought to be of a different order from that of
objective fact, with Hegel, subjectivity is precisely that which allows objectivity to come into being.

Art plays a significant role in Hegel’s system. Hegel gave periodic lecture courses on the philos-
ophy of art during the 1820s when he was professor of philosophy at Berlin, and his Aesthetics:
Lectures on Fine Art is a reconstruction, made after his death, from student transcripts and his
own lecture notes. The extract I have selected is from the ‘Introduction’ to the work, and outlines
his threefold division of the subject: symbolic, classical, and romantic.

Art’s ultimate role in Hegel’s system is to be the antithesis of thought: a representation which
takes shape as an independent object opposite consciousness, and which consciousness recognizes
as being both of itself and other than itself. This, though, does not mean that Hegel has a negative
view of art. In the dialectical unfolding of consciousness, there is the necessary antithetical
moment when the mind becomes aware that what is immediately before it is not entirely true or
adequate, and so it is motivated to utter a further judgement. Art is the stimulation of enquiry
through material estrangement:

In the products of art, the spirit has to do solely with its own. And even if works of art
are not thought or the Concept, but a development of the Concept out of itself, a shift of
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the Concept from its own ground to that of sense, still the power of the thinking spirit
lies in being able not only to grasp itself in its proper form as thinking, but to know
itself again just as much when it has surrendered its proper form to feeling and sense,
to comprehend itself in its opposite, because it changes into thoughts what has been
estranged and so reverts to itself ... For the Concept is the universal which main-
tains itself in its particularizations, overreaches itself and its opposite, and so it is
also the power and activity of cancelling again the estrangement in which it gets
involved.

(Al 12-13)

For Hegel, the artwork is the sensuous display of mind’s relationship with external reality; it is
material substance that has been imbued with mind. His threefold division of the arts — symbolic,
classical, and romantic — maps the relation between ideal or spiritual content and material form,
and makes the former inversely proportionate to the latter. The subject of symbolic art, e.qg.,
architecture, ‘is matter itself in its immediate externality’; the shape is arbitrary and the reality
presented ‘remains opposed to the Idea, because it is something external not penetrated by the
Idea’ (Al 84). In classical art, material form is ‘peculiarly appropriate to the Idea itself in its
essential nature’, e.g., sculpture depicting the human form. This is because the artist is recreating
natural forms, shapes which she finds in nature, ‘invented . . . for concrete spirit’ by the original
Concept (Al 77-78). However, even though Idea and sensuous form are in complete harmony, this
is spirit ‘which is still particular and therefore burdened with an abstraction’ (Al 301). Romantic
art, Hegel’s highest classification, acknowledges that external representation is inadequate to the
demands of thought and seeks to free itself from the burden of particularity. The category is
represented by those forms which (he thinks) aspire to deny their materiality: painting liberates
art from ‘the complete sensuous spatiality of material things by being restricted to the dimensions
of a plane surface’ (Al 87); music is pure sound, and poetry (the highest) consists of ‘sound as the
mere indication of inner intuitions and ideas’ (Al 86).

In what sense, though, is physical nature opposed to or antithetical to mind? Despite his claim
that all moments in the development of consciousness are equally important and are only making
explicit what is already implicit, Hegel nevertheless seems to follow the traditional philosophical
practice of placing the mental higher than the physical. The beauty we perceive in art, Hegel
argues, is higher than the beauty we see in nature for it is ‘beauty born of the spirit’, ‘a shift of
the Concept from its own ground to that of sense’ (Al 2, 12). The torch-thistle ‘withers in the
wilds of the southern forests without having been admired’; the work of art, though, ‘is not so
naively self-centred’: ‘it is essentially a question, an address to the responsive breast, a call to the
mind of the spirit’ (Al 71). Nature is often described by him as ‘spiritless’ (Al 12) or ‘soulless’
(Al 116).

‘Higher’, though, as Hegel admits, is ‘a quite vague expression’ (Al 2). He defines his applica-
tion of the term: spirit or mind is higher because ‘spirit is alone the true, comprehending every-
thing in itself, so that everything beautiful is truly beautiful only as sharing in this higher sphere
and generated by it’ (Al 2). The diverse and ‘spiritless’ particularities of nature approach ideality
when they are perceived as belonging to a conceptual unity. He gives, as an example, the solar
system:
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The suns, comets, moons, and planets appear, on the one hand, as heavenly bodies
independent and different from one another; but, on the other hand, they are what they
are only because of the determinate place they occupy in a total system of bodies.

(A1 117)

Hegel suggests other instances of physical particulars ‘sharing’ concepts: ‘we must regard the
body and its members as the existence of the systematic articulation of the Concept itself’ (Al
119), and ‘shape, whereby . . . content is made visible and imaginable, has the purpose of existing
solely for our mind and spirit’ (Al 71).

The tension arises from having to give a /inear, dialectic account of what is also claimed to be a
self-present unity. On the one hand, Hegel needs the ontological claim (concerning the nature of
reality) that all particulars belong to a unity yet, on the other, he is articulating the epistemo-
logical claim (concerning our perception of reality) that the awareness of this unity unfolds with
time. Again, on the one hand, Hegel argues that particulars articulate or emerge from universals
(an ontological thesis) yet, on the other, he asserts that the time will come when we know the world
conceptually and no longer have to look (an epistemological thesis). If Hegel can be accused of
maintaining the Cartesian divide between the mental and the physical, it is because language
makes it impossible to describe something as a whole without first dividing it into components, one
of which must come before the other, e.qg., ‘subject’ and ‘predicate’, thereby creating a hierarchy.
Although it is often visualized in terms of clear and crystalline purity, any writer, mathematician,
or theorist will tell you that concepts have a materiality of their own. It is a delicious irony that
Hegel’s appeals to ascension are made necessary by the recalcitrance of thought.

The artist, on Hegel’s account, is always destined to be a martyr, to lay down her life in the
interests of spirit’s progress. For romanticism in Hegel marks the ‘death of art’, when it ‘passes
over into higher forms of consciousness’ (Al 102). Realizing that truth cannot reside in matter,
thought turns to religion — ‘removed from the objectivity of art into the inwardness of the subject’
(AI 103) — and, finally, to the pure conceptuality of philosophy. I think, though, we miss Hegel’s
point if we take this to be the assertion that art’s value is limited or finite. We ignore the demands
he is making on our understanding of concepts and objects if we take ‘passing over into higher
forms’ to mean the abrupt cessation of a life. The importance of art for Hegel resides in its being
the substantial expression of ideas: matter presents a recalcitrance which makes thought tangible
to consciousness. Hegel’s theory of art offers valuable insights into the way the world resists or
opposes our ideas.

Hegel can perhaps be criticized for reducing the history of art to a general, linear scheme and
excluding properties of art which do not conform to it. His framework assumes, without warrant,
that the ontological nature of the content of a work should correspond to the ontological nature of
its form. Architecture, he reasons, can only speak of earth and matter, whereas poetry deals with
the inner and the spiritual. This is not the case; neither was it the case in Hegel’s time. A building
can stimulate thought just as much as a poem can emphasize embodiment. Nevertheless, he
does anticipate modern western art. Since the invention of photography, the various revolutions in
art have gradually peeled away the layers of art’s physicality: from the impressionists painting
light instead of objects, through the performative, non-representational project of abstraction, to
conceptual art’s simple sentences on gallery walls.

11
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Friedrich Nietzsche

Whereas representation and reality, for Kant and Hegel, are elements whose interaction has to
be explained, Nietzsche takes the decisive step of removing the distinction altogether. Although
there are times during his career when he falls back on the model of representations concealing
reality, the general direction of his thought is guided by the thesis that the world is constructed
through representation, that reality and representation are not in fact separate but are mutually
defining aspects of the same process. This makes Nietzsche a crucial figure in the development of
aesthetics. Removing the distinction between appearance and reality means that the sensory
material with which we come into immediate contact /s reality. Art, no longer confined to surface
impressions, becomes the process through which we shape the world.

Kant and Arthur Schopenhauer (1788-1860) are two key influences. Kant proposes that the
mind organizes experience but, as noted above, his system raises the problem of the noumenon or
the thing-in-itself: concepts transform intuition and thereby determine the way things appear to us,
but they do not have access to things as they are in themselves behind appearances. Much post-
Kantian philosophy tries to overcome this divide, and various attempts are made to reconcile or
equate the two realms. Hegel offers one reply, as we have seen, and Schopenhauer provides
another.

What is novel about Schopenhauer’s proposal, and the aspect of his thought which feeds most
directly into Nietzsche, is the suggestion that perception is, by definition, through its own activity,
apprehension of the noumenal. As cognitive beings in the world, he argues, our faculties are
already part of that which we are wanting to know. Experience comes to us through our bodies.
The body is not just a casing or a means of mobility but that which locates us as sensory, sentient
beings in the world. Instead of the binary model of appearance and thing-in-itself, Schopenhauer
introduces the singular notion of the ‘will’: reality conceived as a dynamic within which our acts
and representations are enfolded. An explanation of how subjective experience can be identified
with objective reality, he writes,

could never be found if the investigator himself were nothing more than the purely
knowing subject (a winged cherub without a body). But he himself is rooted in that
world; and thus he finds himself in it as an individual, in other words, his knowledge,
which is the conditional supporter of the whole world as representation, is neverthe-
less given entirely through the medium of a body, and the affections of this body are,
as we have shown, the starting-point for the understanding in its perception of this
world ... To the subject of knowing, who appears as an individual only through his
identity with the body, this body is given in two entirely different ways. It is given in
intelligent perception as representation, as an object among objects, liable to the laws
of these objects. But it is also given in quite a different way, namely as what is known
immediately to everyone, and is denoted by the word will. Every true act of his will is
also at once and inevitably a movement of his body; he cannot actually will the act
without at the same time being aware that it appears as a movement of the body. The
act of will and the action of the body are not two different states objectively known,
connected by the bond of causality; they do not stand in the relation of cause and
effect, but are one and the same thing, though given in two entirely different ways,
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first quite directly, and then in perception for the understanding. The action of the
body is nothing but the act of will objectified, i.e., translated into perception.*®

Perhaps the most intriguing feature of this shift in thought is that, on the one hand, we are
asked to treat what is normally regarded as separate — conscious experience and reality — as
arising out of one thing, the will, and yet, on the other hand, a philosophy of experience, to be
coherent or, at least, applicable, needs to be able to explain the fact that experience definitely has
a binary nature: it involves counter-pressure; the world resists our expectations. Equating mind
and reality solves one problem (Kant’s noumenon) but raises another: how we account for the
textures and pressures of experience. Both Schopenhauer and Nietzsche, in their individual ways,
attempt to explain identity and difference through notions of dynamism, tension, and force. After
this, the question of how one thing can give rise to two becomes a central concern of twentieth-
century phenomenology. The necessity which impels us to divide continuous experience into
subjects and objects is examined by Heidegger in Being and Time (1928) and, later, the role
which binary oppositions play in structuring (and undermining) intentions is targeted by
deconstruction.

Nietzsche’s aim, roughly put, is to bring philosophy ‘back to life’, to make it ‘life-affirming’ once
again. In his view, philosophy, from Plato, through Christianity, to rationalism, has identified
knowledge and virtue with the orderly, sombre, life-denying aspects of existence, at the expense of
its more intoxicating, chaotic, dream-like moments. In reply, Nietzsche does not advocate a swing
to all-out hedonism but, rather, proposes a model of being based on the interplay between order
and chaos. These two principles are represented throughout his writing by the Greek gods Apollo
and Dionysus. They are introduced in his first book, The Birth of Tragedy (1872): a return to the
pre-Socratic dynamics of Greek theatre made in order to restore the moral and epistemological
significance of tragic drama, stripped from it by Plato’s idealist metaphysics.'* The Dionysian
principle brings frenzy, celebration, and loss of self, whereas the Apollonian gives shape, form, and
‘necessary illusion’ to these drives. It is in the arts, Nietzsche claims, that we can see this play
being acted out, for the artist has to mediate between inner, chaotic impulse and outer, organized
form.

‘On Truth and Lie in an Extra-Moral Sense’, written in 1873, a year after The Birth of Tragedy,
could be regarded as Nietzschean philosophy in tablet form. With impressive clarity, admirable
concision, and delightful images, Nietzsche articulates the nihilism that defines his work on aes-
thetics, epistemology, and morality. Nihilism is the denial of all orthodox values and beliefs and,
more specifically, the rejection of the view that values and beliefs derive from or are bestowed
upon us by an external, other-worldly source. Religion and metaphysical schemas which identify
the possibility of ordered experience with the existence of a supersensible or noumenal realm, e.g.,
Plato’s Forms, Kant’s things-in-themselves, are the principal targets. Nihilism, however, is not an
anything-goes pessimism but a drawing-attention-to the responsibilities we have for defining in
our own terms what counts as truth and order. Nietzsche’s arguments in ‘On Truth and Lie’
challenge the traditional philosophical model of truth as a relation between concepts and an
external, mind-independent world. The notions of ‘a concept’ and ‘reality-in-itself’ are linked. We
form concepts or general ideas, he claims, by subtracting all that is particular or distinctive from
individuals:
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A word becomes a concept insofar as it simultaneously has to fit countless more or less
similar cases — which means, purely and simply, cases which are never equal and thus
altogether unequal. Just as it is certain that one leaf is never totally the same as another,
so it is certain that the concept ‘leaf’ is formed by arbitrarily discarding these individual
differences and by forgetting the distinguishing aspects. This awakens the idea that, in
addition to the leaves, there exists in nature the ‘leaf’: the original model according to
which all the leaves were perhaps woven, sketched, measured, coloured, curled, and
painted — but by incompetent hands, so that no specimen has turned out to be a correct,
trustworthy, and faithful likeness of the original model.

This original template, this thing-in-itself, however, is not to be found. It is, Nietzsche asserts, mere
anthropomorphism: treating something human or subjective as if it had existence independent of
and prior to ourselves. Nature, he avows, ‘is acquainted with no forms and no concepts, and
likewise with no species, but only with an X which remains inaccessible and indefinable for us’. We
delude ourselves into thinking that, because we have a single word for something, there must be a
corresponding original essence behind it.

Concepts, Nietzsche announces, rather than being the entities which map out for us the order of
things-in-themselves, are in fact metaphors, the products of our own creativity. Perception cannot
involve a correspondence relation between concept and thing because there is no original thing. All
there is is a mute, indefinable X which is transformed by our worldly, sensory faculties into
experience and perception. It is the transformational nature of perception which makes it meta-
phorical. Just as a metaphor consists of the pairing of unrelated terms, e.g., ‘life is a box of
chocolates’, so perception involves the move from one domain — nerve stimulation — to another —
an image or sound — where there is no relation of similarity or correspondence between them. This
is not just the point that abstract and everyday phrases have metaphorical, imagistic origins, such
as ‘grasp the idea’, ‘shed light on the problem’, ‘the wing of the building’, ‘kick-start the economy’,
but also the much more devastating assertion that what we see, what we hear, what we feel are
events that have the qualities they do not because they have been given to them by an external
source but because they exist as creative transformational interactions between our faculties and
the wider domain of being — Nietzsche’s indefinable X or Schopenhauer’s ‘will” — of which our
faculties are a part.

In the history of philosophy, aesthetic experience has been maligned for not being reducible to
conceptual description or not being readily quantifiable. With Nietzsche, however, it becomes a
theory of being: ‘a painter without hands who wished to express in song the picture before his
mind would, by means of this substitution of spheres, still reveal more about the essence of things
than does the empirical world’. Gone is the conventional notion of truth as the ‘correct’ represen-
tation, the one which best corresponds to reality, since knowledge here is no longer understood as
a binary relation between representation and object. Instead, perception and understanding are
akin to the creation and appreciation of art. In the absence of an external source, value and truth
have to be made; they become our own creations, and questions of right and wrong become
questions of interpretation. However, although the binary relation between appearance and reality
has been removed, a coherent theory of experience, as noted above, still has to account for the
‘binary feel” of experience, the counter-pressure the world throws up against consciousness. This,
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Nietzsche claims, we find in aesthetic, metaphorical transformation, for example, the expression

of a mood in sound or a face in charcoal. It is to these ‘leaps’ in artistic creativity (from one
domain to another) and the demands they impose on interpretation, he urges us, that we should
look for our understanding of the tensions and resistances which constitute the individual’s
experience of the world.
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EXTRACTS FROM
‘ANALYTIC OF AESTHETIC
JUDGMENT’ AND ‘DIALECTIC OF
AESTHETIC JUDGMENT’,
CRITIQUE OF JUDGMENT

Immanuel Kant

§ 32 First peculiarity of a judgment of taste

A judgment of taste determines its object in respect of our liking (beauty) [but] makes
a claim to everyone’s assent, as if it were an objective judgment.

To say, This flower is beautiful, is tantamount to a mere repetition of the flower’s
own claim to everyone’s liking. The agreeableness of its smell, on the other hand, gives
it no claim whatever: its smell delights [ergdzzen] one person, it makes another dizzy. In
view of this [difference], must we not suppose that beauty has to be considered a
property of the flower itself, which does not adapt itself to differences in people’s heads
and all their senses, but to which they must adapt themselves if they wish to pass
judgment on it? Yet beauty is not a property of the flower itself. For a judgment of
taste consists precisely in this, that it calls a thing beautiful only by virtue of that
characteristic in which it adapts itself to the way we apprehend it.

Moreover, whenever a subject offers a judgment as proof of his taste [concerning
some object], we demand that he judge for himself: he should not have to grope about
among other people’s judgments by means of experience, to gain instruction in
advance from whether they like or dislike that object; so we demand that he pronounce
his judgment a priori, that he not make it [by way of] imitation, (say) on the ground
that a thing is actually liked universally. One would think, however, that an a priori
judgment must contain a concept of the object, this concept containing the principle
for cognizing the object. But a judgment of taste is not based on concepts at all, and is
not at all a cognition but only an aesthetic judgment.

That is why a young poet cannot be brought to abandon his persuasion that his
poem is beautiful, neither by the judgment of his audience nor by that of his friends;
and if he listens to them, it is not because he now judges the poem differently, but
because, even if (at least with regard to him) the whole audience were to have wrong
taste, his desire for approval still causes him to accommodate himself (even against his
judgment) to the common delusion. Only later on, when his power of judgment has
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been sharpened by practice, will he voluntarily depart from his earlier judgment, just as
he does with those of his judgments which rest wholly on reason. Taste lays claim
merely to autonomy; but to make other people’s judgments the basis determining one’s
own would be heteronomy.

It is true that we extol, and rightly so, the works of the ancients as models, and call
their authors classical, as if they form a certain noble class among writers which gives
laws to people by the precedent it sets. This seems to point to a posteriori sources of
taste and to refute the autonomy of every subject’s taste. But we might just as well say:
the fact that the ancient mathematicians are to this day considered to be virtually
indispensable models of supreme thoroughness and elegance in the synthetic method'
proves that our reason [only] imitates and is unable on its own to produce rigorous and
highly intuitive proofs by constructing concepts.” The same holds for all uses, no matter
how free, of our powers, including even reason (which must draw all its judgments
from the common a priori source): if each subject always had to start from nothing but
the crude predisposition given him by nature, [many] of his attempts would fail, if
other people before him had not failed in theirs; they did not make these attempts in
order to turn their successors into mere imitators, but so that, by their procedure, they
might put others on a track whereby they could search for the principles within them-
selves and so adopt their own and often better course. In religion, everyone must surely
find the rule for his conduct within himself, since he is also the one who remains
responsible for his conduct and cannot put the blame for his offenses on others on the
ground that they were his teachers and predecessors; yet even here an example of virtue
and holiness will always accomplish more than any universal precepts we have received
from priests or philosophers, or for that matter found within ourselves. Such an
example, set for us in history, does not make dispensable the autonomy of virtue that
arises from our own and original (a priori) idea of morality, nor does it transform this
idea into a mechanism of imitation. Following by reference to a precedent, rather than
imitating, is the right term for any influence that products of an exemplary author may
have on others; and this means no more than drawing on the same sources from which
the predecessor himself drew, and learning from him only how to go about doing so.
Among all our abilities and talents, taste is precisely what stands most in need of
examples regarding what has enjoyed the longest-lasting approval in the course of
cultural progress, in order that it will not become uncouth again and relapse into the
crudeness of its first attempts; and taste needs this because its judgment cannot be
determined by concepts and precepts.

§ 33 Second peculiarity of a judgment of taste

A judgment of taste, just as if it were merely subjective, cannot be determined by bases
of proof.

If someone does not find a building, a view, or a poem beautiful, then, firsz, he will
refuse to let even a hundred voices, all praising it highly, prod him into approving of it
inwardly. He may of course act as if he liked it too, so that people will not think that he
lacks taste. He may even begin to doubt whether he has in fact done enough to mold
his taste, by familiarizing himself with a sufficient number of objects of a certain kind
(just as someone who thinks he recognizes a forest in some distant object that everyone
else regards as a town will doubt the judgment of his own eyes). And yet he realizes
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clearly that other people’s approval in no way provides him with a valid proof by which
to judge beauty; even though others may perhaps see and observe for him, and even
though what many have seen the same way may serve him, who believes he saw it
differently, as a sufficient basis of proof for a theoretical and hence logical judgment,
yet the fact that others have liked something can never serve him as a basis for an
aesthetic judgment. If others make a judgment that is unfavorable to us, this may
rightly make us wonder about our own judgment, but it can never convince us that
ours is incorrect. Hence there is no empirical basis of proof that could compel anyone
to make [some] judgment of taste.

Second, still less can a judgment about beauty be determined by an a priori proof, in
accordance with determinate rules. If someone reads me his poem, or takes me to a
play that in the end I simply cannot find to my taste, then let him adduce Batteux or
Lessing® to prove that his poem is beautiful, or [bring in] still older and more famous
critics of taste with all the rules they have laid down; moreover, let certain passages that
I happen to dislike conform quite well to rules of beauty (as laid down by these critics
and universally recognized): I shall stop my ears, shall refuse to listen to reasons
and arguments, and shall sooner assume that those rules of the critics are false, or at
least do not apply in the present case, than allow my judgment to be determined by a
priori bases of proof; for it is meant to be a judgment of taste, and not one of the
understanding or of reason.

It seems that this is one of the main reasons why this aesthetic power of judging was
given that very name: taste. For even if someone lists all the ingredients of a dish,
pointing out that I have always found each of them agreeable, and goes on to praise
this food — and rightly so — as wholesome, I shall be deaf to all these reasons: I shall try
the dish on my tongue and palate, and thereby (and not by universal principles) make
my judgment.

It is a fact that any judgment of taste we make is always a singular judgment about
the object. The understanding can, by comparing the object with other people’s
judgment about their liking of it, make a universal judgment, e.g.: All tulips are
beautiful. But such a judgment is then not a judgment of taste; it is a logical judg-
ment, which turns an object’s reference to taste into a predicate of things of a certain
general kind. Only a judgment by which I find a singular given tulip beautiful, i.c., in
which I find that my liking for the tulip is universally valid, is a judgment of taste. Its
peculiarity, however, consists in the fact that, even though it has merely subjective
validity, it yet extends its claim to a/l subjects, just as it always could if it were an
objective judgment that rested on cognitive bases and that [we] could be compelled [to
make] by a proof.

§ 34 An objective principle of taste is impossible

By a principle of taste would be meant a principle under which, as condition, we could
subsume the concept of an object and then infer that the object is beautiful. That,
however, is absolutely impossible. For I must feel the pleasure directly in my presenta-
tion of the object, and I cannot be talked into that pleasure by means of any bases of
proof. Hence, although, as Hume says, critics can reason more plausibly than cooks,*
they still share the same fate. They cannot expect the determining basis of their
judgment [to come] from the force of the bases of proof, but only from the subject’s
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reflection on his own state (of pleasure or displeasure), all precepts and rules being
rejected.

There is, however, something about which critics nonetheless can and should reason,
since doing so may serve to correct and broaden our judgments of taste. I do not mean
that they should set forth the determining basis of this kind of aesthetic judgments in a
universal formula that we could [then] use. What they should do is investigate our
cognitive powers and what task these powers perform in these judgments, and they
should clarify by examples the reciprocal subjective purposiveness about which it was
shown above that its form in a given presentation is the beauty of the object of this
presentation. Hence the critique of taste is itself only subjective as regards the presen-
tation by which an object is given us: it is the art, or science, of finding rules for the
reciprocal relation that understanding and imagination have in the given presentation
(without reference to prior sensation or concept), and hence for their accordance or
discordance, and of determining them as regards their conditions. The critique of taste
is an art if it shows this only through examples; it is a science if it derives the possibility
of such judging from the nature of these powers as cognitive powers as such. It is with
the latter alone, with a transcendental critique, that we are here concerned throughout.
Its aim is to set forth and justify the subjective principle of taste as an a priori principle
of the power of judgment. The critique that is an art merely takes the physiological (in
this case psychological) and hence empirical rules by which taste actually proceeds, and
(without thinking about [how] they are possible) seeks to apply them to our judging of
objects of taste; and it criticizes the products of fine art, just as the transcendental
critique criticizes our very ability to judge them.

§ 35 The principle of taste is the subjective principle of the power
of judgment as such

A judgment of taste differs from a logical one in that a logical judgment subsumes a
presentation under concepts of the object, whereas a judgment of taste does not sub-
sume it under any concept at all, since otherwise the necessary universal approval could
be [obtained] by compelling [people to give it]. But a judgment of taste does resemble a
logical judgment inasmuch as it alleges a universality and necessity, though a universal-
ity and necessity that is not governed by concepts of the object and hence is merely
subjective. Now since the concepts in a judgment constitute its content (what belongs
to the cognition of the object), while a judgment of taste cannot be determined by
concepts, its basis is only the subjective formal condition of a judgment as such. The
subjective condition of all judgments is our very ability to judge, i.e., the power of
judgment. When we use this power of judgment in regard to a presentation by which
an object is given, then it requires that there be a harmony between two presentational
powers, imagination (for the intuition and the combination of its manifold) and under-
standing (for the concept that is the presentation of the unity of this combination).
Now since a judgment of taste is not based on a concept of the object (in the case of a
presentation by which an object is given), it can consist only in the subsumption of the
very imagination under the condition [which must be met] for the understanding to
proceed in general from intuition to concepts. In other words, since the imagination’s
freedom consists precisely in its schematizing® without a concept, a judgment of taste
must rest upon a mere sensation,® namely, our sensation of both the imagination in its
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freedom and the understanding with its lawfulness, as they reciprocally quicken each
other; i.e., it must rest on a feeling that allows us to judge the object by the purposive-
ness that the presentation (by which an object is given) has insofar as it furthers the
cognitive powers in their free play. Hence taste, as a subjective power of judgment,
contains a principle of subsumption; however, this subsumption is not one of
intuitions under concepts, but, rather, one of the power of intuitions or exhibitions
(the imagination) under the power of concepts (the understanding), insofar as the
imagination in its freedom harmonizes with the understanding in its lawfulness.

In attempting to discover this legitimating basis by means of a deduction of
judgments of taste, we can use as our guide only the formal peculiarities of this kind
of judgments, i.e., we must consider merely their logical form.

§ 36 On the problem of a deduction of judgments of taste

With the perception of an object we can directly connect the concept of an object as
such, [for] which it contains the empirical predicates, in order to give rise to a cognitive
judgment. This is how an empirical judgment is produced.” Now this judgment is based
on a priori concepts of the systematic unity of the manifold of intuition; hence we can
think this manifold as the determination of an object. These concepts (the categories)
require a deduction, and this was indeed provided in the Critigue of Pure Reason}
which thus made it possible to solve the problem: How are synthetic cognitive
judgments possible a priori? That problem, then, concerned the pure understanding’s
a priori principles and theoretical judgments.

But we can also directly connect with a perception a feeling of pleasure (or dis-
pleasure) and a liking that accompanies the object’s presentation and serves it in the
place of a predicate. This is how an aesthetic judgment arises, which is not a cognitive
judgment. Now if an aesthetic judgment is not a mere judgment of sensation, but a
formal judgment of reflection that requires this liking from everyone as necessary, then
it must be based on something as its a priori principle. This principle may well be
merely subjective (in case an objective one were to be impossible for judgments of this
kind), but even then it requires a deduction, in order that we may grasp how an aes-
thetic judgment can lay claim to necessity. And that is the basis of the problem with
which we are now dealing: How are judgments of taste possible? So this problem
concerns the a priori principles that the pure power of judgment [uses when it makes]
aesthetic judgments, i.e., judgments where it does not (as it does in theoretical
judgments) merely have to subsume under objective concepts of the understanding, [so
that] it is subject to a law,” but where it is, subjectively, object to itself as well as law to
itself.

We can also think of this problem as follows: How is a judgment possible in which
the subject, merely on the basis of his own feeling of pleasure in an object, independ-
ently of the object’s concept, judges this pleasure as one attaching to the presentation
of that same object in all other subjects, and does so a priori, i.e., without being allowed
to wait for other people’s assent?

We can readily see that judgments of taste are synthetic; for they go beyond the
concept of the object, and even beyond the intuition of the object, and add as a
predicate to this intuition something that is not even cognition: namely [a] feeling of
pleasure (or displeasure). And yet, that these judgments are, or want to be considered,
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a priori judgments as regards the demand that everyone assent, a demand they make
despite the fact that their predicate (of one’s own pleasure [as] connected with the
presentation) is empirical, is also already implicit in the expressions used to make that
claim. Hence this problem of the critique of judgment is part of the general problem
of transcendental philosophy: How are synthetic judgments possible a priori?'’

§ 37 What is actually asserted a priori about an object in a
judgment of taste?

That the presentation of an object is directly connected with a pleasure can only be
perceived inwardly, and if we wished to indicate no more than this, the result would
be a merely empirical judgment. For I cannot connect a priori a definite feeling (of
pleasure or displeasure) with any presentation, except in the case where an underlying a
priori principle in reason determines the will; but in that case the pleasure (in moral
feeling) is the consequence of that principle, and that is precisely why it is not at all
comparable to the pleasure in taste: for it requires a determinate concept of a law,
whereas the pleasure in taste is to be connected directly with our mere judging, prior to
any concept. That is also why all judgments of taste are singular judgments, because
they do not connect their predicate, the liking, with a concept but connect it with a
singular empirical presentation that is given.

Hence it is not the pleasure, but the universal validity of this pleasure, perceived as
connected in the mind with our mere judging of an object, that we present a priori as
[a] universal rule for the power of judgment, valid for everyone. That I am perceiving
and judging an object with pleasure is an empirical judgment. But that I find the object
beautiful, i.e., that I am entitled to require that liking from everyone as necessary, is an
a priori judgment.

§ 38 Deduction of judgments of taste''

If it is granted that in a pure judgment of taste our liking for the object is connected
with our mere judging of the form of the object, then this liking is nothing but [our
consciousness of] the form’s subjective purposiveness for the power of judgment,
which we feel as connected in the mind with the presentation of the object. Now, as far
as the formal rules of judging [as such] are concerned, apart from any matter (whether
sensation or concept), the power of judgment can be directed only to the subjective
conditions for our employment of the power of judgment as such (where it is confined
neither to the particular kind of sense involved nor to a[ny] particular concept of the
understanding), and hence can be directed only to that subjective [condition] which we
may presuppose in all people (as required for possible cognition as such). It follows
that we must be entitled to assume a priori that a presentation’s harmony with these
conditions of the power of judgment is valid for everyone. In other words, it seems that
when, in judging an object of sense in general, we feel this pleasure, or subjective
purposiveness of the presentation for the relation between our cognitive powers, we
must be entitled to require this pleasure from everyone.'?
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Comment

What makes this deduction so easy is that it does not need to justify the objective
reality of a concept; for beauty is not a concept of an object, and a judgment of taste is
not a cognitive judgment. All it asserts is that we are justified in presupposing uni-
versally in all people the same subjective conditions of the power of judgment that we
find in ourselves; apart from this it asserts only that we have subsumed the given object
correctly under these conditions."* It is true that this latter assertion involves unavoid-
able difficulties that do not attach to the logical power of judgment (since there we
subsume under concepts, whereas in the aesthetic power of judgment we subsume
under a relation of imagination and understanding, as they harmonize with each other
in the presented form of an object, that can only be sensed, so that the subsumption
may easily be illusory [triigen]). But this does not in any way detract from the legitim-
acy of the power of judgment’s claim in counting on universal assent, a claim that
amounts to no more than this: that the principle of judging validly for everyone from
subjective bases is correct. For as far as the difficulty and doubt concerning the cor-
rectness of the subsumption under that principle is concerned, no more doubt is cast
on the legitimacy of the claim that aesthetic judgments as such have this validity, and
hence is cast on the principle itself, than the principle of the logical power of judgment,
a principle that is objective, is made doubtful by the fact that [sometimes] (though not
so often and so easily) this power’s subsumption under its principle is faulty as well.
But if the question were, How is it possible to assume a priori that nature is a sum
[Inbegriff] of objects of taste? that problem would have to do with teleology. For if
nature offered forms that are purposive for our power of judgment, then this would
have to be regarded as a purpose of nature belonging essentially to its concept. But
whether this assumption is correct is as yet very doubtful, while the actuality of natural
beauties is patent to experience.

§ 44 On fine art

There is no science of the beautiful [das Schone], but only critique; and there is no fine
[schon] science,” but only fine art. For in a science of the beautiful, whether or not
something should be considered beautiful would have to be decided scientifically, i.e.,
through bases of proof, so that if a judgment about beauty belonged to science then it
would not be a judgment of taste. As for a fine science: a science that as a science is to
be fine is an absurdity; for if, [treating it] as a science, we asked for reasons and proofs,
we would be put off with tasteful phrases (bons mots). What has given rise to the
familiar expression, fine science, is doubtless nothing more than the realization, which
is quite correct, that fine art in its full perfection requires much science: e.g., we must
know ancient languages, we must have read the authors considered classical, we must
know history and be familiar with the antiquities, etc.; and this is why these historical
sciences have, through a confusion of words, themselves come to be called fine sciences,
because they constitute the foundation and preparation needed for fine art, and in part
also because they have come to include even a familiarity with the products of fine art
(as in oratory or poetry).

If art merely performs the acts that are required to make a possible object actual,
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adequately to our cognition of that object, then it is mechanical art; but if what it
intends directly is [to arouse] the feeling of pleasure, then it is called aesthetic art. The
latter is either agreeable or fine art. It is agreeable art if its purpose is that the pleasure
should accompany presentations that are mere sensations; it is fine art if its purpose is
that the pleasure should accompany presentations that are ways of cognizing.

Agreeable arts are those whose purpose is merely enjoyment. They include [the art
of providing] all those charms that can gratify a party at table, such as telling stories
entertainingly, animating the group to open and lively conversation, or using jest and
laughter to induce a certain cheerful tone among them!'® — a tone such that, as is said,
there may be a lot of loose talk over the feast, and no one wants to be held responsible
for what he says, because the whole point is the entertainment of the moment, not
any material for future meditation or quotation. (Such arts also include the art of
furnishing a table so that people will enjoy themselves, or include, at large banquets,
presumably even the table-music — a strange thing which is meant to be only an agree-
able noise serving to keep the minds in a cheerful mood, and which fosters the free flow
of conversation between each person and his neighbor, without anyone’s paying the
slightest attention to the music’s composition.) Also included in these arts are any
games that involve no further interest than that of making time go by unnoticed.

Fine art, on the other hand, is a way of presenting that is purposive on its own and
that furthers, even though without a purpose, the culture of our mental powers to
[facilitate] social communication.

The very concept of the universal communicability of a pleasure carries with it [the
requirement] that this pleasure must be a pleasure of reflection rather than one of
enjoyment arising from mere sensation. Hence aesthetic art that is also fine art is one
whose standard is the reflective power of judgment, rather than sensation proper.'’

§ 45 Fine art is an art insofar as it seems at the same time
to be nature

In [dealing with] a product of fine art we must become conscious that it is art rather
than nature, and yet the purposiveness in its form must seem as free from all constraint
of chosen rules as if it were a product of mere nature. It is this feeling of freedom in the
play of our cognitive powers, a play that yet must also be purposive, which underlies
that pleasure which alone is universally communicable although not based on concepts.
Nature, we say, is beautiful [schon] if it also looks like art; and art can be called fine
[schon] art only if we are conscious that it is art while yet it looks to us like nature.

For we may say universally, whether it concerns beauty in nature or in art: beautiful
is what we like in merely judging it (rather than either in sensation proper or through a
concept). Now art always has a determinate intention to produce something. But if
this something were mere sensation (something merely subjective), to be accompanied
by pleasure, then we would [indeed] like this product in judging it, [but] only by means
of the feeling of sense. If the intention were directed at producing a determinate object
and were achieved by the art, then we would like the object only through concepts. In
neither case, then, would we like the art in merely judging it, i.e., we would like it not as
fine but only as mechanical art.

Therefore, even though the purposiveness in a product of fine art is intentional, it
must still not seem intentional; i.e., fine art must have the ook of nature even though
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we are conscious of it as art. And a product of art appears like nature if, though we
find it to agree quite punctiliously with the rules that have to be followed for the product
to become what it is intended to be, it does not do so painstakingly. In other words, the
academic form must not show; there must be no hint that the rule was hovering before
the artist’s eyes and putting fetters on his mental powers.

§ 46 Fine art is the art of genius

Genius is the talent (natural endowment) that gives the rule to art. Since talent is an
innate productive ability of the artist and as such belongs itself to nature, we could also
put it this way: Genius is the innate mental predisposition (ingenium) through which
nature gives the rule to art.

Whatever the status of this definition may be, and whether or not it is merely arbi-
trary, or rather adequate to the concept that we usually connect with the word genius

. still we can prove even now that, in terms of the meaning of the word genius
adopted here, fine arts must necessarily be considered arts of genius.

For every art presupposes rules, which serve as the foundation on which a product, if
it is to be called artistic, is thought of as possible in the first place. On the other hand,
the concept of fine art does not permit a judgment about the beauty of its product to
be derived from any rule whatsoever that has a concept as its determining basis, i.e., the
judgment must not be based on a concept of the way in which the product is possible.
Hence fine art cannot itself devise the rule by which it is to bring about its product.
Since, however, a product can never be called art unless it is preceded by a rule, it must
be nature in the subject (and through the attunement of his powers) that gives the rule
to art; in other words, fine art is possible only as the product of genius.

What this shows is the following: (1) Genius is a talent for producing something for
which no determinate rule can be given, not a predisposition consisting of a skill for
something that can be learned by following some rule or other; hence the foremost
property of genius must be originality. (2) Since nonsense too can be original, the
products of genius must also be models, i.e., they must be exemplary; hence, though
they do not themselves arise through imitation, still they must serve others for this,
i.e.,, as a standard or rule by which to judge. (3) Genius itself cannot describe or
indicate scientifically how it brings about its products, and it is rather as nature that it
gives the rule. That is why, if an author owes a product to his genius, he himself does
not know how he came by the ideas for it; nor is it in his power [Gewalf] to devise
such products at his pleasure, or by following a plan, and to communicate [his pro-
cedure] to others in precepts that would enable them to bring about like products.
(Indeed, that is presumably why the word genius is derived from [Latin] genius, [which
means] the guardian and guiding spirit that each person is given as his own at birth,'®
and to whose inspiration [Eingebung] those original ideas are due.) (4) Nature,
through genius, prescribes the rule not to science but to art, and this also only insofar
as the art is to be fine art.
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§49 On the powers of the mind which constitute genius

Of certain products that are expected to reveal themselves at least in part to be fine art,
we say that they have no spirit, even though we find nothing to censure in them as far
as taste is concerned. A poem may be quite nice and elegant and yet have no spirit. A
story may be precise and orderly and yet have no spirit. An oration may be both
thorough and graceful and yet have no spirit. Many conversations are entertaining, but
they have no spirit. Even about some woman we will say that she is pretty, communica-
tive, and polite, but that she has no spirit. Well, what do we mean here by spirit?

Spirit [Geist] in an aesthetic sense is the animating principle in the mind." But what
this principle uses to animate [or quicken] the soul, the material it employs for this, is
what imparts to the mental powers a purposive momentum, i.e., imparts to them a play
which is such that it sustains itself on its own and even strengthens the powers for such
play.

Now I maintain that this principle is nothing but the ability to exhibit aesthetic ideas;
and by an aesthetic idea I mean a presentation of the imagination which prompts much
thought, but to which no determinate thought whatsoever, i.e., no [determinate] con-
cept, can be adequate, so that no language can express it completely and allow us to
grasp it.” It is easy to see that an aesthetic idea is the counterpart (pendant) of a
rational idea, which is, conversely, a concept to which no intuition (presentation of the
imagination) can be adequate.

For the imagination ([in its role] as a productive cognitive power) is very mighty
when it creates,” as it were, another nature out of the material that actual nature gives
it. We use it to entertain ourselves when experience strikes us as overly routine. We may
even restructure experience; and though in doing so we continue to follow analogical
laws, yet we also follow principles which reside higher up, namely, in reason (and which
are just as natural to us as those which the understanding follows in apprehending
empirical nature). In this process we feel our freedom from the law of association
(which attaches to the empirical use of the imagination); for although it is under that
law that nature lends us material, yet we can process that material into something quite
different, namely, into something that surpasses nature.

Such presentations of the imagination we may call ideas. One reason for this is that
they do at least strive toward something that lies beyond the bounds of experience, and
hence try to approach an exhibition of rational concepts (intellectual ideas), and thus
[these concepts] are given a semblance of objective reality. Another reason, indeed the
main reason, for calling those presentations ideas is that they are inner intuitions to
which no concept can be completely adequate. A poet ventures to give sensible expres-
sion to rational ideas of invisible beings, the realm of the blessed, the realm of hell,
eternity, creation, and so on. Or, again, he takes [things] that are indeed exemplified in
experience, such as death, envy, and all the other vices, as well as love, fame, and so on;
but then, by means of an imagination that emulates the example of reason in reaching
[for] a maximum, he ventures to give these sensible expression in a way that goes
beyond the limits of experience, namely, with a completeness for which no example can
be found in nature. And it is actually in the art of poetry that the power [i.e., faculty] of
aesthetic ideas can manifest itself to full extent. Considered by itself, however, this
power is actually only a talent (of the imagination).

Now if a concept is provided with [unterlegen] a presentation of the imagination
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such that, even though this presentation belongs to the exhibition of the concept, yet it
prompts, even by itself, so much thought as can never be comprehended within a
determinate concept and thereby the presentation aesthetically expands the concept
itself in an unlimited way, then the imagination is creative in [all of] this and sets the
power of intellectual ideas (i.e., reason) in motion: it makes reason think more, when
prompted by a [certain] presentation, than what can be apprehended and made distinct
in the presentation (though the thought does pertain to the concept of the object
[presented]).

If forms do not constitute the exhibition of a given concept itself, but are only
supplementary [Neben-] presentations of the imagination, expressing the concept’s
implications and its kinship with other concepts, then they are called (aesthetic) attrib-
utes of an object, of an object whose concept is a rational idea and hence cannot be
exhibited adequately. Thus Jupiter’s eagle with the lightning in its claws is an attribute
of the mighty king of heaven, and the peacock is an attribute of heaven’s stately queen.
[Through] these attributes, unlike [through] logical attributes, [we] do not present the
content of our concepts of the sublimity and majesty of creation, but present some-
thing different, something that prompts the imagination to spread over a multitude of
kindred presentations that arouse more thought than can be expressed in a concept
determined by words. These aesthetic attributes yield an aesthetic idea, which serves the
mentioned rational idea as a substitute for a logical exhibition, but its proper function
is to quicken [beleben] the mind by opening up for it a view into an immense realm of
kindred presentations. Fine art does this not only in painting or sculpture (where we
usually speak of attributes); but poetry and oratory also take the spirit that animates
[beleben] their works solely from the aesthetic attributes of the objects, attributes that
accompany the logical ones and that give the imagination a momentum which makes it
think more in response to these objects [dabei], though in an undeveloped way, than
can be comprehended within one concept and hence in one determinate linguistic
expression. Here are some examples, though for the sake of brevity I must confine
myself to only a few.

The great king, in one of his poems, expresses himself thus:

Let us part from life without grumbling or regrets,
Leaving the world behind filled with our good deeds.
Thus the sun, his daily course completed,

Spreads one more soft light over the sky;

And the last rays that he sends through the air

Are the last sighs he gives the world for its well-being.”

The king is here animating his rational idea of a cosmopolitan attitude, even at the end
of life, by means of an attribute which the imagination (in remembering all the pleas-
ures of a completed beautiful summer day, which a serene evening calls to mind)
conjoins with that presentation, and which arouses a multitude of sensations and sup-
plementary presentations for which no expression can be found. On the other hand,
even an intellectual concept may serve, conversely, as an attribute of a presentation of
sense and thus animate that presentation by the idea of the supersensible; but [we] may
use for this only the aesthetic [element] that attaches subjectively to our consciousness
of the supersensible. Thus, for example, a certain poet, in describing a beautiful
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morning, says: ‘The sun flowed forth, as serenity flows from virtue.”” The conscious-
ness of virtue, even if we only think of ourselves as in the position of a virtuous
person, spreads in the mind a multitude of sublime and calming feelings and a bound-
less outlook toward a joyful future, such as no expression commensurate with a
determinate concept completely attains.?*

In a word, an aesthetic idea is a presentation of the imagination which is conjoined
with a given concept and is connected, when we use imagination in its freedom, with
such a multiplicity of partial presentations that no expression that stands for a
determinate concept can be found for it. Hence it is a presentation that makes us add to
a concept the thoughts of much that is ineffable, but the feeling of which quickens our
cognitive powers and connects language, which otherwise would be mere letters, with
spirit.

So the mental powers whose combination (in a certain relation) constitutes genius
are imagination and understanding. One qualification is needed, however. When the
imagination is used for cognition, then it is under the constraint of the understanding
and is subject to the restriction of adequacy to the understanding’s concept. But when
the aim is aesthetic, then the imagination is free, so that, over and above that harmony
with the concept, it may supply, in an unstudied way, a wealth of undeveloped material
for the understanding which the latter disregarded in its concept. But the understand-
ing employs this material not so much objectively, for cognition, as subjectively, namely,
to quicken the cognitive powers, though indirectly this does serve cognition too. Hence
genius actually consists in the happy relation — one that no science can teach and
that cannot be learned by any diligence — allowing us, first, to discover ideas for a given
concept, and, second, to hit upon a way of expressing these ideas that enables us to
communicate to others, as accompanying a concept, the mental attunement that those
ideas produce. The second talent is properly the one we call spirit. For in order to
express what is ineffable in the mental state accompanying a certain presentation and
to make it universally communicable — whether the expression consists in language or
painting or plastic art — we need an ability [viz., spirit] to apprehend the imagination’s
rapidly passing play and to unite it in a concept that can be communicated without the
constraint of rules (a concept that on that very account is original, while at the same
time it reveals a new rule that could not have been inferred from any earlier principles
or examples).

§56 Presentation of the antinomy of taste

There are two commonplaces about taste. The following proposition contains the first
of these and is used by everyone who lacks taste but tries to escape censure: Everyone
has his own taste. That amounts to saying that the basis determining a judgment of
taste is merely subjective (gratification or pain), and that such judgments have no right
to other people’s necessary assent.

The second commonplace about taste, which is used even by those who grant
judgments of taste the right to speak validly for everyone, is this: There is no disputing
about taste. That amounts to saying that, even though the basis determining a
judgment of taste may be objective, that basis still cannot be brought to determinate
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concepts; and hence even proofs do not allow us to decide anything about such a
judgment, although we can certainly quarrel about it, and rightly so. For though disput-
ing and quarreling are alike in that [we] try to produce agreement between judgments
by means of the mutual resistance between them, disputing is different inasmuch as
here we hope to produce this agreement according to determinate concepts, by basing a
proof on them, so that we assume that the judgment is based on objective concepts; and
in cases where we think that this cannot be done, we judge that disputing also is
impossible.

It is easy to see that between these two commonplaces a proposition is missing. This
proposition is not in common use as a proverb, but everyone still has it in mind. It is
this: One can quarrel about taste (though one cannot dispute about it). This prop-
osition, however, implies the opposite of the first proposition above [Everyone has his
own taste]. For if it is granted that we can quarrel about something, then there must be
some hope for us to arrive at agreement about it, and so we must be able to count on
the judgment’s having bases that do not have merely private validity and hence are not
merely subjective. But the above principle, Everyone has his own taste, says the direct
opposite.

Hence the following antinomy emerges concerning the principle of taste:

1 Thesis: A judgment of taste is not based on concepts; for otherwise one could
dispute about it (decide by means of proofs).

2 Antithesis: A judgment of taste is based on concepts; for otherwise, regardless of
the variation among [such judgments], one could not even so much as quarrel
about them (lay claim to other people’s necessary assent to one’s judgment).

§ 57 Solution of the antinomy of taste

There is only one way for us to eliminate the conflict between the mentioned prin-
ciples,” on which we base all our judgments of taste (and which are nothing but the
two peculiarities of a judgment of taste’’ that were set out in the analytic): We must
show that the concept to which we refer the object in such judgments is understood in
different senses in those two maxims [or principles] of the aesthetic power of judgment,
and show that it is necessary for our transcendental power of judgment to adopt both
these senses (or points of view in judging) but that even the illusion arising from our
confusion of the two is natural and hence unavoidable.

A judgment of taste must refer to some concept or other, for otherwise it could not
possibly lay claim to necessary validity for everyone. And yet it must not be provable
from a concept, because, while some concepts can be determined, others cannot, but
are intrinsically both indeterminate and indeterminable. Concepts of the understand-
ing are of the first kind: for them there can be a corresponding sensible intuition whose
predicates determine them. On the other hand, reason has a concept of the second
kind: the transcendental concept of the supersensible underlying all that intuition, so
that we cannot determine this concept any further theoretically.

Now, on the other hand, a judgment of taste does deal with objects of sense —
though not so as to determine a concept of these objects for the understanding, since it
is not a cognitive judgment. Rather, this judgment is a singular intuitive presentation
referred to the feeling of pleasure, and hence is only a private judgment; and to this
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extent its validity would be restricted to the judging individual: The object is an object
of liking for me;*® the same may not apply to others: Everyone has his own taste.

And yet there can be no doubt that in a judgment of taste the presentation of the
object (and at the same time of the subject as well) is referred more broadly [i.e.,
beyond ourselves], and this broader reference is our basis for extending such judgments
[and treating them] as necessary for everyone. Hence this extension must be based on
some concept or other; but this concept must be one that no intuition can determine,
that does not permit us to cognize anything and hence does not permit us to prove a
judgment of taste; such a mere concept is reason’s pure concept of the supersensible”
underlying the object (as well as underlying the judging subject) as an object of sense
and hence as appearance. For unless we assumed that a judgment of taste relies on
some concept or other, we could not save its claim to universal validity. Alternatively, if
a judgment of taste were based on a concept of the understanding, such as that of
perfection, even though merely a confused concept of perfection, to which we could
add the sensible intuition of the beautiful as corresponding to it, then it would be
possible at least intrinsically to base a judgment of taste on proofs; but that contradicts
the thesis.

However, all contradiction disappears if I say this: A judgment of taste is based on a
concept (the concept of a general basis of nature’s subjective purposiveness for our
power of judgment), but this concept does not allow us to cognize and prove anything
concerning the object because it is intrinsically indeterminable and inadequate for cog-
nition; and yet this same concept does make the judgment of taste valid for everyone,
because (though each person’s judgment is singular and directly accompanies his intu-
ition) the basis that determines the judgment lies, perhaps, in the concept of what may
be considered the supersensible substrate of humanity.

What is needed to solve an antinomy is only the possibility that two seemingly [dem
Scheine nach] conflicting propositions are in fact not contradictory but are consistent,
even though it would surpass our cognitive power to explain how the concept involved
[i.e., how what the concept stands for] is possible. Showing this [consistency] will also
allow us to grasp [the fact] that and [the reason] why this illusion [Schein] is natural and
unavoidable for human reason, and why this illusion remains so even though it ceases
to deceive us once we have resolved the seeming contradiction.

For what gives rise to this antinomy is [the fact] that we treat the concept presup-
posed by the universal validity of a judgment as if that concept had the same meaning
in the two conflicting judgments, and yet two opposed predicates are asserted of it.
Hence the thesis should instead read: A judgment of taste is not based on determinate
concepts; but the antithesis should read: A judgment of taste is indeed based on a
concept, but on an indeterminate one (namely, that of the supersensible substrate of
appearances); and then there would be no conflict between the two.

Eliminating this conflict between the claims and counterclaims of taste is the best we
can do. It is absolutely impossible to provide a determinate, objective principle of taste
that would allow us to guide, to test, and to prove its judgments, because then they
would not be judgments of taste.*® As for the subjective principle — i.e., the indetermin-
ate idea of the supersensible in us — as the sole key for solving the mystery of this
ability [i.e., taste] concealed from us even as to its sources, we can do no more than
point to it; but there is nothing we can do that would allow us to grasp it any further.

The antinomy I have set forth and settled here is based on the concept of taste in the
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proper sense, i.e., as an aesthetic power of judgment that merely reflects; and I recon-
ciled the two seemingly conflicting principles [by showing] that they may both be true,
and that is all we need. If, on the other hand, we assumed, as some do, that the basis
determining taste is agreeableness (because the presentation underlying a judgment of
taste is singular), or, as others would have it, that it is the principle of perfection
(because the judgment is universally valid), with the definition of taste formulated
accordingly, then the result would be an antinomy that we could not possibly settle
except by showing that the two opposed (but opposed [as contraries,] not as mere
contradictories) propositions are both false;*' and that would prove the concept under-
lying both of them to be self-contradictory. So we see that the elimination of the
antinomy of aesthetic judgment proceeds along lines similar to the solution of the
antinomies of pure theoretical reason in the Critique [of Pure Reason],*> and we see
here too — as well as in the Critique of Practical Reason® — that the antinomies compel
us against our will to look beyond the sensible to the supersensible as the point [where]
all our a priori powers are reconciled, since that is the only alternative left to us for
bringing reason into harmony with itself.

Comment 1

Since we so frequently find occasion in transcendental philosophy to distinguish ideas
from concepts of the understanding, it may be useful to introduce technical terms to
mark the difference. I think there will be no objection if I propose a few. Ideas, in the
broadest sense, are presentations referred to an object according to a certain principle
(subjective or objective) but are such that they can still never become cognition of an
object. There are two kinds of ideas. One of these is referred to an intuition, according
to a merely subjective principle of the mutual harmony of the cognitive powers
(imagination and understanding); and these ideas are called aesthetic. The other kind is
referred to a concept, according to an objective principle, but these ideas still can never
yield cognition of the object; they are called rational ideas.* Rational ideas are tran-
scendent concepts; they differ from concepts of the understanding, which are called
immanent because they can always be supplied with an experience that adequately
corresponds to them.

An aesthetic idea cannot become cognition because it is an intuition (of the imagin-
ation) for which an adequate concept can never be found. A rational idea can never
become cognition because it contains a concept (of the supersensible) for which no
adequate intuition can ever be given.

I think we may call aesthetic ideas unexpoundable presentations of the imagination,
and rational ideas indemonstrable concepts of reason. [But in saying this] I am presup-
posing that certainly neither of them lacks a basis, but that (as I said above in explicat-
ing ideas generally) they are produced according to certain principles of the cognitive
powers to which they belong (aesthetic ideas according to subjective principles,
rational ideas according to objective ones).

Concepts of the understanding must, as such, always be demonstrable (if by demon-
strating we mean merely exhibiting, as we do in anatomy [for example®]; i.e., it must
always be possible for the object corresponding to such concepts to be given in intu-
ition (pure or empirical), because only in this way can they become cognitions. The
concept of magnitude can be given in the a priori intuition of space, such as that of a
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straight line, and so on; the concept of cause can be given in [an intuition of]
impenetrability, or [of] the impact of bodies, etc. Hence both these concepts can be
supported by an empirical intuition, i.e., the thought of them can be illustrated (dem-
onstrated, displayed) in an example; and this possibility must [always] be there, since
otherwise we cannot be certain that the thought is not empty, i.e., devoid of any
object.*

In logic the terms demonstrable and indemonstrable are usually applied only to
propositions. But it would be better if there we talked instead about propositions that
are only indirectly certain and propositions that are directly certain. For pure phil-
osophy also has propositions of both kinds, if we understand by them true proposi-
tions that can be proved, or that cannot.”’ For, as philosophy, it can indeed prove
[propositions] from a priori grounds, but cannot demonstrate them, unless we totally
abandon the meaning of the word demonstrate (ostendere, exhibere), which means the
same as to exhibit one’s concept [not only discursively but] in intuition as well (whether
in proving or merely in defining something). If this intuition is a priori, [the exhib-
ition*] is called the construction of the concept;* but even if the intuition is empirical,
[the exhibition] is still a display of the object, which serves to assure us that the concept
has objective reality. For example, if an anatomist has set forth the concept of the
human eye discursively and goes on to dissect the eye to make the concept intuitable,
we say that he demonstrates this organ.

Accordingly, the rational concept of the supersensible substrate of all appearances
generally, or the rational concept of the supersensible that must be regarded as under-
lying our power of choice in relation to moral laws, i.e., the rational concept of tran-
scendental freedom, is an indemonstrable concept and a rational idea, simply because
of the type of concept it is; virtue too is such a concept, but [only] in degree. For in the
case of the concept of the supersensible, there is not even an intrinsic possibility for
anything corresponding to it in quality to be given in experience, whereas in the case of
virtue no empirical product of our causality of freedom reaches the degree that the
rational idea of virtue prescribes to us as the rule.

Just as in the case of a rational idea the imagination with its intuitions does not reach
the given concept, so in the case of an aesthetic idea the understanding with its concepts
never reaches the entire inner intuition that the imagination has and connects with a
given presentation. And since bringing a presentation of the imagination to concepts is
the same as expounding it, aesthetic ideas may be called unexpoundable presentations of
the imagination (in its free play). Later on I shall have occasion to make some further
points about aesthetic ideas.*” Here I shall merely point out that both kinds of ideas,
rational as well as aesthetic, must have their principles, and both must have them in
reason: the principles of rational ideas must be objective principles of reason’s
employment, those of aesthetic ideas subjective ones.

Hence GENIUS can also be explicated as the ability to [exhibit] aesthetic ideas.*' This
[explication] indicates at the same time why it is that, in products of genius, art (i.e.,
production of the beautiful) receives its rule from nature (the nature of the subject)
rather than from a deliberate purpose. For we must judge the beautiful not according
to concepts, but according to the purposive attunement of the imagination that brings
it into harmony with the power of concepts as such. Hence the subjective standard for
that aesthetic but unconditioned purposiveness in fine art that is to lay rightful claim to
everyone’s necessary liking cannot be supplied by any rule or precept, but can be
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supplied only by that which is merely nature in the subject but which cannot be
encompassed by rules or concepts — namely, the supersensible substrate (unattainable
by any concept of the understanding) of all his powers; and hence the mentioned
standard can be supplied only by [means of] that by reference to which we are to make
all our cognitive powers harmonize, [doing] which is the ultimate purpose given us by
the intelligible [element] of our nature. It is in this way alone, too, that this purposive-
ness, for which we cannot prescribe an objective principle, can be based a priori on a
principle that is subjective and yet universally valid.

Translated by Werner S. Pluhar

Notes

The synthetic method proceeds from principles to their consequences, the analytic method
the other way. Cf. the Logic, Ak. IX, 149, and the Prolegomena, Ak. 1V, 263, 275, 276n, 279,
and 365. [Editor: numbers refer to the pagination of the original Akademie edition, repro-
duced here in the margins.]

Cf. Ak. 232 br. n. 51.

Charles Batteux (1713-80), French philosopher and, in particular, aesthetician, and author of
several works; Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729-81), German dramatist and aesthetician.

4 Essays, Moral and Political (1741-42), Essay VIII, ‘The Sceptic’:

—_

W N

There is something approaching to principles in mental taste, and critics can reason and
dispute more plausibly than cooks or perfumers. We may observe, however, that this
uniformity among human kind hinders not, but that there is a considerable diversity in
the sentiments of beauty and worth, and that education, custom, prejudice, caprice, and
humour frequently vary our taste of this kind. You will never convince a man who is not
accustomed to Italian music and has not an ear to follow its intricacies that a Scots tune
is not preferable. You have not even any single argument beyond your own taste which
you can employ in your behalf; and to your antagonist his particular taste will always
appear a more convincing argument to the contrary. If you be wise, each of you will
allow that the other may be in the right, and, having many other instances of this
diversity of taste, you will both confess that beauty and worth are merely of a relative
nature and consist in an agreeable sentiment, produced by an object in a particular mind,
according to the peculiar structure and constitution of that mind.

5 l.e., creating a schema; cf. Ak. 253 br. n. 17. Kant is about to say that in a judgment of taste the
imagination as such is subsumed under the understanding as such. Strictly speaking, however,
the imagination is subsumed under the (indeterminate) schema of the understanding as such;
and this indeterminate schema is the ‘condition’ which Kant has just mentioned.
In the sense of feeling, in this case.
As far as empirical judgments have universal validity they are JUDGMENTS OF EXPERIENCE;
but those that are valid only subjectively 1 call mere JUDGMENTS OF PERCEPTION. The latter
require no pure concept of the understanding, but only the logical connection of the
perceptions in a thinking subject. Judgments of experience, on the other hand, require, in
addition to the presentations of sensible intuition, special concepts produced originally in
the understanding, and it is these concepts that make the judgment of experience valid
objectively.
(Prolegomena, Ak. 1V, 298. Cf. the Critique of Pure Reason, A 120, A 374, B 422n.)

N

8 The metaphysical deduction (for this name, see B 159), A 65-83 = B 90-116, is to show what
categories there are (in the understanding); the transcendental deduction, A 84-130 and B
116-69, is to prove that these categories are objectively valid.

9 Cf. the Critique of Pure Reason, A 137-47 =B 176-87, and below, Ak. 351-52.

10 Cf. ibid., B 19. ‘A priori’ has here been construed adverbially, as modifying ‘possible’. It can
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also be read as an adjective modifying ‘judgments,” so that Kant’s question reads, ‘How are
synthetic a priori judgments possible?’ Either reading can be supported by quotes in which
the ambiguity does not arise, since Kant switches frequently between these two ways of
talking. See, e.g., the passage immediately following the question Kant just quoted, B 20.

On the problem as to where the deduction ends (specifically, the problem as to whether the
link of beauty to morality is still part of the deduction), see the Translator’s Introduction [in
the Pluhar translation of the Critique], Ixi-Ixvi.

To be justified in laying claim to universal assent to a judgment of the aesthetic power of
judgment, which rests merely on subjective bases, one need grant only the following: (1) that
in all people the subjective conditions of this power are the same as concerns the relations
required for cognition as such between the cognitive powers that are activated in the power of
judgment; and this must be true, for otherwise people could not communicate their presenta-
tions to one another, indeed they could not even communicate cognition; (2) that the
judgment has taken into consideration merely this relation (and hence the formal condition of
the power of judgment) and is pure, i.e., mingled neither with concepts of the object nor with
sensations as the judgment’s determining bases. But even if a mistake be made on the latter
point,' this amounts to nothing but an incorrect application, in a particular case, of an
authority given to us by a law, and in no way annuls the authority [itself].

Cf. Ak. 216 incl. br. n. 30, as well as the Comment Kant is about to make, but esp. §39, Ak.
293, and §40, Ak. 293-94.

Cf. just above, n. 15 and br. n. 16. [Editor: here, nn. 12 and 13.]

Or ‘beautiful’ science: Kant is responding, above all, to Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten
and Georg Friedrich Meier.

Cf. the Anthropology, Ak. VII, 280.

Sinnesempfindung; see §39, Ak. 291 incl. br. n. 19.

Cf. the Anthropology, Ak. VII, 225.

Cf. ibid., Ak. VII, 225 and 246. Cf. also above, §46, Ak. 308.

Cf. §57, Comment I, Ak. 341-44.

On the ‘productive’ imagination, see Ak. 240 br. n. 66; and cf. Ak. 243 br. n. 73, where Kant
tells us in what sense the imagination is not creative.

Kant is giving a German translation (probably his own) of the following lines written in
French by Frederick the Great (Oeuvres de Frédéric le Grand, 1846ft., x, 203):

Oui, finissons sans trouble, et mourons sans regrets,
En laissant I’ Univers comblé de nos bienfaits.

Ainsi I’ Astre du jour, au bout de sa carriére,
Répand sur I'horizon une douce lumiére,

Et les derniers rayons qu’il darde dans les airs

Sont ses derniers soupirs qu’il donne a I'Univers.

From Akademische Gedichte (Academic Poems) (1782), vol. i, p. 70, by JPh.L. Withof
(1725-89), professor of morals, oratory, and medicine at Duisburg, Germany. The original
poem had ‘goodness’ instead of ‘virtue.’

Perhaps nothing more sublime has ever been said, or a thought ever been expressed more
sublimely, than in that inscription above the temple of Isis (Mother Nature): ‘T am all that is,
that was, and that will be, and no mortal has lifted my veil.” Segner made use of this idea in
an ingenious vignette prefixed to his Naturlehre [Natural Science], so as first to imbue the
pupil, whom he was about to lead into this temple, with the sacred thrill that is meant to
attune the mind to solemn attentiveness.

Johann Andreas von Segner (1704-77), German physicist and mathematician at Jena,
Gottingen, and Halle. He is the author of several significant scientific works. He introduced
the concept of the surface tension of liquids.

The thesis and antithesis.

See §31, Ak. 281, and § §32-33, Ak. 281-85.

Cf. §7, Ak. 212-13.

On Kant’s mysterious switch from the indeterminate concept of nature’s purposiveness (Ak.
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180-92 and the third Moment, Ak. 219-36) to the (indeterminate) concept of the supersensi-
ble (specifically the supersensible as basis of that same purposiveness of nature), see ‘Problem
I’ in the Translator’s Introduction [to the Pluhar translation], Ixii—Ixiii and xciv—xcviii.

Cf. §34, Ak. 285-86.

Cf. the Logic, Ak. IX, 71.

For these antinomies and their solution, see A 405-567 = B 432-595.

Ak.V, 107-19.

Or ‘ideas of reason.” Emphasis added.

Constructing a (pure) concept is also included. Cf. Ak. 232 br. n. 51.

Cf. the Critique of Pure Reason, B 291-93.

Cf. the Logic, Ak. IX, 71 and 110.

Correcting ‘welche’ to ‘welcher,” as Windelband rightly recommends: Ak. V, 529.

Cf. Ak. 232 br. n. 51, and Ak. 351 br. n. 31.

See §58, Ak. 350-51, and §60, Ak. 355.

Cf. §49, Ak. 313-14.
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EXTRACTS FROM AESTHETICS:
LECTURES ON FINE ART

G.W.F. Hegel

[1 Prefatory remarks]

These lectures are devoted to Aesthetics. Their topic is the spacious realm of the
beautiful; more precisely, their province is art, or, rather, fine art.

For this topic, it is true, the word Aesthetics, taken literally, is not wholly satisfac-
tory, since ‘Aesthetics’ means, more precisely, the science of sensation, of feeling. In
this sense it had its origin as a new science, or rather as something which for the first
time was to become a philosophical discipline,' in the school of Wolff at the period in
Germany when works of art were treated with regard to the feelings they were sup-
posed to produce, as, for instance, the feeling of pleasure, admiration, fear, pity, and so
on. Because of the unsatisfactoriness, or more accurately, the superficiality of this
word, attempts were made after all to frame others, e.g. ‘Callistics’. But this too
appears inadequate because the science which is meant deals not with the beautiful as
such but simply with the beauty of art. We will therefore let the word ‘Aesthetics’
stand; as a mere name it is a matter of indifference to us, and besides it has meanwhile
passed over into common speech. As a name then it may be retained, but the proper
expression for our science is Philosophy of Art and, more definitely, Philosophy of Fine
Art.

|2] Limitation and defence of aesthetics

By adopting this expression we at once exclude the beauty of nature. Such a limitation
of our topic may appear to be laid down arbitrarily, on the principle that every science
has authority to demarcate its scope at will. But this is not the sense in which we should
take the limitation of aesthetics to the beauty of art. In ordinary life we are of course
accustomed to speak of a beautiful colour, a beautiful sky, a beautiful river; likewise of
beautiful flowers, beautiful animals, and even more of beautiful people. We will not
here enter upon the controversy about how far the attribute of beauty is justifiably
ascribed to these and the like, and how far, in general, natural beauty may be put
alongside the beauty of art. But we may assert against this view, even at this stage, that
the beauty of art is higher than nature. The beauty of art is beauty born of the spirit
and born again,® and the higher the spirit and its productions stand above nature and
its phenomena, the higher too is the beauty of art above that of nature. Indeed,
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considered formally [i.e. no matter what it says], even a useless notion that enters a
man’s head is higher than any product of nature, because in such a notion spirituality
and freedom are always present. Of course, considered in its content, the sun, for
example, appears as an absolutely necessary factor [in the universe] while a false notion
vanishes as accidental and transitory. But, taken by itself, a natural existent like the sun
is indifferent, not free and self-conscious in itself; and if we treat it in its necessary
connection with other things, then we are not treating it by itself, and therefore not as
beautiful.

Now if we said in general that spirit and its artistic beauty stands higher than
natural beauty, then of course virtually nothing is settled, because ‘higher’ is a quite
vague expression which describes natural and artistic beauty as still standing side by
side in the space of imagination and differing only quantitatively and therefore exter-
nally. But what is /igher about the spirit and its artistic beauty is not something merely
relative in comparison with nature. On the contrary, spirit is alone the true, compre-
hending everything in itself, so that everything beautiful is truly beautiful only as
sharing in this higher sphere and generated by it. In this sense the beauty of nature
appears only as a reflection of the beauty that belongs to spirit, as an imperfect
incomplete mode [of beauty], a mode which in its substance is contained in the spirit
itself. — Besides we shall find that a limitation to fine art arises very naturally, since,
however much is said about the beauties of nature (less by the ancients than by us), it
has not yet entered anyone’s head to concentrate on the beauty of natural objects and
make a science, a systematic exposition, of these beauties. A treatment from the point
of view of utility has indeed been made and, for example, a scientific account of
natural objects useful against diseases has been composed, a materia medica, a
description of the minerals, chemical products, plants, or animals, which are useful for
cures. But the realms of nature have not been classified and examined from the point
of view of beauty. In [discussing] natural beauty we feel ourselves too much in a vague
sphere, without a criterion, and therefore such a classification would provide too little
interest for us to undertake it.

These preliminary remarks on beauty in nature and art, on the relation of the two,
and the exclusion of the former from the scope of our proper subject, should dispose
of the idea that the limitation is due merely to caprice and arbitrariness. The proof of
this relation should not come here yet, since its consideration falls within our science
itself and is therefore not to be further explained and proved until later [see Part I,
ch. 11].

But if we now limit ourselves provisionally to the beauty of art, this first step brings
us at once up against new difficulties.

* * *

[S] Concept of the beauty of art

After these preliminary remarks, we now come closer to our proper subject, the phil-
osophy of the beauty of art, and, since we are undertaking to treat it scientifically, we
have to make a beginning with its Concept. Only when we have established this Con-
cept can we lay down the division, and therefore the plan, of the whole of this science.
For a division, if not undertaken in a purely external manner, as it is in a non-
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philosophical inquiry, must find its principle in the Concept of the subject-matter
itself.

Confronted with such a requirement, we are at once met with the question ‘whence
do we derive this Concept?’ If we start with the Concept itself of the beauty of art, it at
once becomes a presupposition and a mere assumption; mere assumptions, however,
philosophical method does not allow; on the contrary, what is to pass muster has to
have its truth proved, i.e. has to be shown to be necessary.

About this difficulty, which affects the introduction to every philosophical discipline
considered independently and by itself, we will come to an understanding in a short
space.

In the case of the object of every science, two things come at once into consideration:
(1) that there is such an object, and (ii) what it is.

On the first point little difficulty usually arises in the ordinary [i.e. physical] sciences.
Why, it would at once be ridiculous to require astronomy and physics to prove that
there are a sun, stars, magnetic phenomena, etc.! In these sciences which have to do
with what is present to sensation, the objects are taken from experience of the external
world, and instead of proving them, it is thought sufficient to point to them. Yet even
within the non-philosophical disciplines, doubts may arise about the existence of their
objects, as, for example, in psychology, the science of mind, there may be a doubt
whether there is a soul, a spirit, i.e. an explicitly independent subjective entity distinct
from what is material; or in theology, a doubt whether there is a God. If, moreover, the
objects are of a subjective sort, i.e. present only in the mind and not as things exter-
nally perceptible, we know that in mind there is only what its own activity has pro-
duced. Hence there arises at once the chance that men may or may not have produced
this inner idea or intuition in themselves, and, even if the former is really the case, that
they have not made such an idea vanish again, or at least degraded it to a purely
subjective idea whose content has no independent reality of its own. Thus, for example,
the beautiful has often been regarded as not being absolutely necessary in our ideas but
as a purely subjective pleasure, or a merely accidental sense. Our intuitions, observa-
tions, and perceptions of the external world are often deceptive and erroneous, but this
is even more true of our inner ideas, even if they have in themselves the greatest
vividness and could carry us away into passion irresistibly.

Now the doubt whether an object of our inner ideas and general outlook is or is not,
like the question whether subjective consciousness has generated it in itself and
whether the manner and mode in which it has brought it before itself was also in
correspondence with the object in its essential nature, is precisely what arouses in men
the higher scientific need which demands that, even if we have a notion that an object is
or that there is such an object, nevertheless the object must be exhibited or proved in
accordance with its necessity.

With this proof, provided it be developed really scientifically, the other question of
what an object is, is sufficiently answered at the same time. However, to expound this
fully would take us too far afield at this point, and only the following indications can
be given.

If the necessity of our subject, the beauty of art, is to be exhibited, we would have to
prove that art or the beautiful was a result of an antecedent which, considered accord-
ing to its true Concept, was such as to lead on with scientific necessity to the Concept
of fine art. But since we begin with art and wish to treat of its Concept and the
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realization thereof, not of its antecedent in its essential character (the antecedent pur-
suant to its own Concept), art has for us, as a particular scientific subject-matter, a
presupposition which lies outside our consideration and, handled scientifically as a
different subject-matter, belongs to a different philosophical discipline. Thus the only
course left to us is to take up the Concept of art lemmatically,’ so to say, and this is the
case with all particular philosophical sciences if they are to be treated seriatim. For it is
only the whole of philosophy which is knowledge of the universe as in itself that one
organic totality which develops itself out of its own Concept and which, in its self-
relating necessity, withdrawing into itself to form a whole, closes with itself to form one
world of truth. In the circlet of this scientific necessity each single part is on the one
hand a circle returning into itself, while on the other hand it has at the same time a
necessary connection with other parts. It has a backward whence it is itself derived,
and a forward to which it ever presses itself on, in so far as it is fertile, engendering an
‘other’ out of itself once more, and issuing it for scientific knowledge. Thus it is not our
present aim, but the task of an encyclopedic development of the whole of philosophy
and its particular disciplines, to prove the Idea of the beautiful with which we began,
i.e. to derive it necessarily from the presuppositions which antecede it in philosophy
and out of the womb of which it is born. For us the Concept of the beautiful and art is
a presupposition given by the system of philosophy. But since we cannot here expound
this system and the connection of art with it, we have not yet got the Concept of the
beautiful before us scientifically. What is before us is only elements and aspects of it as
they occur already in the different ideas of the beautiful and art held by ordinary
people, or have formerly been accepted by them. From this point we intend to pass on
to a deeper consideration of these views in order to gain the advantage, in the first
place, of acquiring a general idea of our subject, as well as, by a brief critique, a
preliminary acquaintance with the higher determinations with which we will have to do
in the sequel. In this way our final introductory treatment of the subject will present, as
it were, an overture to the lectures on the matter at issue and will tend [to provide] a
general collection and direction [of our thoughts] to our proper subject.

* * *

[8] Division of the subject

After the foregoing introductory remarks it is now time to pass on to the study of our
subject itself. But the introduction, where we still are, can in this respect do no more
than sketch for our apprehension a conspectus of the entire course of our subsequent
scientific studies. But since we have spoken of art as itself proceeding from the absolute
Idea, and have even pronounced its end to be the sensuous presentation of the Abso-
lute itself, we must proceed, even in this conspectus, by showing, at least in general,
how the particular parts of the subject emerge from the conception of artistic beauty
as the presentation of the Absolute. Therefore we must attempt, in the most general
way, to awaken an idea of this conception.

It has already been said that the content of art is the Idea, while its form is the
configuration of sensuous material. Now art has to harmonize these two sides and
bring them into a free reconciled totality. The first point here is the demand that the
content which is to come into artistic representation should be in itself qualified for
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such representation. For otherwise we obtain only a bad combination, because in that
case a content ill-adapted to figurativeness and external presentation is made to adopt
this form, or, in other words, material explicitly prosaic is expected to find a really
appropriate mode of presentation in the form antagonistic to its nature.

The second demand, derived from the first, requires of the content of art that it be
not anything abstract in itself, but concrete, though not concrete in the sense in which
the sensuous is concrete when it is contrasted with everything spiritual and intellectual
and these are taken to be simple and abstract. For everything genuine in spirit and
nature alike is inherently concrete and, despite its universality, has nevertheless subject-
ivity and particularity in itself. If we say, for example, of God that he is simply one, the
supreme being as such, we have thereby only enunciated a dead abstraction of the sub-
rational Understanding. Such a God, not apprehended himself in his concrete truth,
will provide no content for art, especially not for visual art. Therefore the Jews and the
Turks have not been able by art to represent their God, who does not even amount to
such an abstraction of the Understanding, in the positive way that the Christians have.
For in Christianity God is set forth in his truth, and therefore as thoroughly concrete in
himself, as person, as subject, and, more closely defined, as spirit. What he is as spirit is
made explicit for religious apprehension as a Trinity of Persons, which yet at the same
time is self-aware as one. Here we have essentiality or universality, and particulariza-
tion, together with their reconciled unity, and only such unity is the concrete. Now
since a content, in order to be true at all, must be of this concrete kind, art too
demands similar concreteness, because the purely abstract universal has not in
itself the determinate character of advancing to particularization and phenomenal
manifestation and to unity with itself in these.

Now, thirdly, if a sensuous form and shape is to correspond with a genuine and
therefore concrete content, it must likewise be something individual, in itself com-
pletely concrete and single. The fact that the concrete accrues to both sides of art,
i.e. to both content and its presentation, is precisely the point in which both can
coincide and correspond with one another; just as, for instance, the natural shape of
the human body is such a sensuously concrete thing, capable of displaying spirit,
which is concrete in itself, and of showing itself in conformity with it. Therefore,
after all, we must put out of our minds the idea that it is purely a matter of chance
that to serve as such a genuine shape an actual phenomenon of the external world is
selected. For art does not seize upon this form either because it just finds it there or
because there is no other; on the contrary, the concrete content itself involves the
factor of external, actual, and indeed even sensuous manifestation. But then in
return this sensuous concrete thing, which bears the stamp of an essentially spiritual
content, is also essentially for our inner [apprehension]; the external shape, whereby
the content is made visible and imaginable, has the purpose of existing solely for our
mind and spirit. For this reason alone are content and artistic form fashioned in
conformity with one another. The purely sensuously concrete — external nature as
such — does not have this purpose for the sole reason of its origin. The variegated
richly coloured plumage of birds shines even when unseen, their song dies away
unheard; the torch-thistle, which blooms for only one night, withers in the wilds of
the southern forests without having been admired, and these forests, jungles them-
selves of the most beautiful and luxuriant vegetation, with the most sweet-smelling
and aromatic perfumes, rot and decay equally unenjoyed. But the work of art is not
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so naively self-centred; it is essentially a question, an address to the responsive breast,
a call to the mind and the spirit.

Although illustration by art is not in this respect a matter of chance, it is, on the
other hand, not the highest way of apprehending the spiritually concrete. The higher
way, in contrast to representation by means of the sensuously concrete, is thinking,
which in a relative sense is indeed abstract, but it must be concrete, not one-sided, if it
is to be true and rational. How far a specific content has its appropriate form in
sensuous artistic representation, or whether, owing to its own nature, it essentially
demands a higher, more spiritual, form, is a question of the distinction which appears
at once, for example, in a comparison between the Greek gods and God as conceived
by Christian ideas. The Greek god is not abstract but individual, closely related to the
natural [human] form. The Christian God too is indeed a concrete personality, but is
pure spirituality and is to be known as spirit and in spirit. His medium of existence is
therefore essentially inner knowledge and not the external natural form through which
he can be represented only imperfectly and not in the whole profundity of his nature.

But since art has the task of presenting the Idea to immediate perception in a sensu-
ous shape and not in the form of thinking and pure spirituality as such, and, since this
presenting has its value and dignity in the correspondence and unity of both sides, i.e.
the Idea and its outward shape, it follows that the loftiness and excellence of art in
attaining a reality adequate to its Concept will depend on the degree of inwardness and
unity in which Idea and shape appear fused into one.

In this point of higher truth, as the spirituality which the artistic formation has
achieved in conformity with the Concept of spirit, there lies the basis for the division
of the philosophy of art. For, before reaching the true Concept of its absolute essence,
the spirit has to go through a course of stages, a series grounded in this Concept itself;
and to this course of the content which the spirit gives to itself there corresponds a
course, immediately connected therewith, of configurations of art, in the form of
which the spirit, as artist, gives itself a consciousness of itself.

This course within the spirit of art has itself in turn, in accordance with its own
nature, two sides. First, this development is itself a spiritual and universal one, since the
sequence of definite conceptions of the world, as the definite but comprehensive con-
sciousness of nature, man, and God, gives itself artistic shape.* Secondly, this inner
development of art has to give itself immediate existence and sensuous being, and the
specific modes of the sensuous being of art are themselves a totality of necessary
differences in art, i.e. the particular arts. Artistic configuration and its differences are,
on the one hand, as spiritual, of a more universal kind and not bound to one material
[e.g. stone or paint], and sensuous existence is itself differentiated in numerous ways;
but since this existence, like spirit, has the Concept implicitly for its inner soul, a
specific sensuous material does thereby, on the other hand, acquire a closer relation
and a secret harmony with the spiritual differences and forms of artistic configuration.

However, in its completeness our science is divided into three main sections:

First, we acquire a universal part. This has for its content and subject both the
universal Idea of artistic beauty as the Ideal, and also the nearer relation of the Ideal
to nature on the one hand and to subjective artistic production on the other.

Secondly, there is developed out of the conception of artistic beauty a particular
part, because the essential differences contained in this conception unfold into a
sequence of particular forms of artistic configuration.
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Thirdly, there is a final part which has to consider the individualization of artistic
beauty, since art advances to the sensuous realization of its creations and rounds itself
off in a system of single arts and their genera and species.

(i) The Idea of the beauty of art or the Ideal

In the first place, so far as the first and second parts are concerned, we must at once, if
what follows is to be made intelligible, recall again that the Idea as the beauty of art is
not the Idea as such, in the way that a metaphysical logic has to apprehend it as the
Absolute, but the Idea as shaped forward into reality and as having advanced to
immediate unity and correspondence with this reality. For the Idea as such is indeed the
absolute truth itself, but the truth only in its not yet objectified universality, while the
Idea as the beauty of art is the Idea with the nearer qualification of being both essen-
tially individual reality and also an individual configuration of reality destined essen-
tially to embody and reveal the Idea. Accordingly there is here expressed the demand
that the Idea and its configuration as a concrete reality shall be made completely
adequate to one another. Taken thus, the Idea as reality, shaped in accordance with the
Concept of the Idea, is the Ideal.

The problem of such correspondence might in the first instance be understood quite
formally in the sense that any Idea at all might serve, if only the actual shape, no matter
which, represented precisely this specific Idea. But in that case the demanded truth of
the Ideal is confused with mere correctness which consists in the expression of some
meaning or other in an appropriate way and therefore the direct rediscovery of its sense
in the shape produced. The Ideal is not to be thus understood. For any content can be
represented quite adequately, judged by the standard of its own essence, without being
allowed to claim the artistic beauty of the Ideal. Indeed, in comparison with ideal
beauty, the representation will even appear defective. In this regard it may be remarked
in advance, what can only be proved later, namely that the defectiveness of a work of
art is not always to be regarded as due, as may be supposed, to the artist’s lack of skill;
on the contrary, defectiveness of form results from defectiveness of content. So, for
example, the Chinese, Indians, and Egyptians, in their artistic shapes, images of gods,
and idols, never get beyond formlessness or a bad and untrue definiteness of form.
They could not master true beauty because their mythological ideas, the content and
thought of their works of art, were still indeterminate, or determined badly, and so did
not consist of the content which is absolute in itself. Works of art are all the more
excellent in expressing true beauty, the deeper is the inner truth of their content and
thought. And in this connection we are not merely to think, as others may, of any
greater or lesser skill with which natural forms as they exist in the external world are
apprehended and imitated. For, in certain stages of art-consciousness and presenta-
tion, the abandonment and distortion of natural formations is not unintentional lack
of technical skill or practice, but international alteration which proceeds from and is
demanded by what is in the artist’s mind. Thus, from this point of view, there is
imperfect art which in technical and other respects may be quite perfect in its specific
sphere, and yet it is clearly defective in comparison with the concept of art itself and
the Ideal.

Only in the highest art are Idea and presentation truly in conformity with one
another, in the sense that the shape given to the Idea is in itself the absolutely true
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shape, because the content of the Idea which that shape expresses is itself the true and
genuine content. Associated with this, as has already been indicated, is the fact that the
Idea must be determined in and through itself as a concrete totality, and therefore
possess in itself the principle and measure of its particularization and determinacy in
external appearance. For example, the Christian imagination will be able to represent
God in human form and its expression of spirit, only because God himself is here
completely known in himself as spirit. Determinacy is, as it were, the bridge to appear-
ance. Where this determinacy is not a totality emanating from the Idea itself, where the
Idea is not presented as self-determining and self-particularizing, the Idea remains
abstract and has its determinacy, and therefore the principle for its particular and
solely appropriate mode of appearance, not in itself, but outside itself. On this account,
then, the still abstract Idea has its shape also external to itself, not settled by itself. On
the other hand, the inherently concrete Idea carries within itself the principle of its
mode of appearance and is therefore its own free configurator. Thus the truly concrete
Idea alone produces its true configuration, and this correspondence of the two is
the Ideal.

(ii) Development of the Ideal into the particular forms of the
beauty of art

But because the Idea is in this way a concrete unity, this unity can enter the art-
consciousness only through the unfolding and then the reconciliation of the particu-
larizations of the Idea, and, through this development, artistic beauty acquires a
totality of particular stages and forms. Therefore, after studying artistic beauty in itself
and on its own account, we must sce how beauty as a whole decomposes into its
particular determinations. This gives, as the second part of our study, the doctrine of
the forms of art. These forms find their origin in the different ways of grasping the Idea
as content, whereby a difference in the configuration in which the Idea appears is
conditioned. Thus the forms of art are nothing but the different relations of meaning
and shape, relations which proceed from the Idea itself and therefore provide the true
basis for the division of this sphere. For division must always be implicit in the concept,
the particularization and division of which is in question.

‘We have here to consider three relations of the Idea to its configuration.

(a) First, art begins when the Idea, still in its indeterminacy and obscurity, or in bad
and untrue determinacy, is made the content of artistic shapes. Being indeterminate, it
does not yet possess in itself that individuality which the Ideal demands; its abstraction
and one-sidedness leave its shape externally defective and arbitrary. The first form of
art is therefore rather a mere search for portrayal than a capacity for true presentation;
the Idea has not found the form even in itself and therefore remains struggling and
striving after it. We may call this form, in general terms, the symbolic form of art. In it
the abstract Idea has its shape outside itself in the natural sensuous material from
which the process of shaping starts® and with which, in its appearance, this process is
linked. Perceived natural objects are, on the one hand, primarily left as they are, yet at
the same time the substantial Idea is imposed on them as their meaning so that they
now acquire a vocation to express it and so are to be interpreted as if the Idea itself
were present in them. A corollary of this is the fact that natural objects have in them an
aspect according to which they are capable of representing a universal meaning. But
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since a complete correspondence is not yet possible, this relation can concern only an
abstract characteristic, as when, for example, in a lion strength is meant.

On the other hand, the abstractness of this relation brings home to consciousness
even so the foreignness of the Idea to natural phenomena, and the Idea, which has no
other reality to express it, launches out in all these shapes, seeks itself in them in their
unrest and extravagance, but yet does not find them adequate to itself. So now the Idea
exaggerates natural shapes and the phenomena of reality itself into indefiniteness and
extravagance; it staggers round in them, it bubbles and ferments in them, does violence
to them, distorts and stretches them unnaturally, and tries to elevate their phenomenal
appearance to the Idea by the diffuseness, immensity, and splendour of the formations
employed. For the Idea is here still more or less indeterminate and unshapable, while
the natural objects are thoroughly determinate in their shape.

In the incompeatibility of the two sides to one another, the relation of the Idea to the
objective world therefore becomes a negative one, since the Idea, as something inward,
is itself unsatisfied by such externality, and, as the inner universal substance thereof, it
persists sublime above all this multiplicity of shapes which do not correspond with it.
In the light of this sublimity, the natural phenomena and human forms and events are
accepted, it is true, and left as they are, but yet they are recognized at the same time as
incompatible with their meaning which is raised far above all mundane content.

These aspects constitute in general the character of the early artistic pantheism of
the East, which on the one hand ascribes absolute meaning to even the most worthless
objects, and, on the other, violently coerces the phenomena to express its view of the
world whereby it becomes bizarre, grotesque, and tasteless, or turns the infinite but
abstract freedom of the substance [i.e. the one Lord] disdainfully against all phenom-
ena as being null and evanescent. By this means the meaning cannot be completely
pictured in the expression and, despite all striving and endeavour the incompatibility
of Idea and shape still remains unconquered. — This may be taken to be the first form
of art, the symbolic form with its quest, its fermentation, its mysteriousness, and its
sublimity.

(b) In the second form of art which we will call the classical, the double defect of the
symbolic form is extinguished. The symbolic shape is imperfect because, (i) in it the
Idea is presented to consciousness only as indeterminate or determined abstractly, and,
(ii) for this reason the correspondence of meaning and shape is always defective and
must itself remain purely abstract. The classical art-form clears up this double defect; it
is the free and adequate embodiment of the Idea in the shape peculiarly appropriate to
the Idea itself in its essential nature. With this shape, therefore, the Idea is able to come
into free and complete harmony. Thus the classical art-form is the first to afford the
production and vision of the completed Ideal and to present it as actualized in fact.

Nevertheless, the conformity of concept and reality in classical art must not be taken
in the purely formal sense of a correspondence between a content and its external
configuration, any more than this could be the case with the Ideal itself. Otherwise
every portrayal of nature, every cast of features, every neighbourhood, flower, scene,
etc., which constitutes the end and content of the representation, would at once be
classical on the strength of such congruity between content and form. On the contrary,
in classical art the peculiarity of the content consists in its being itself the concrete
Idea, and as such the concretely spiritual, for it is the spiritual alone which is the truly
inner [self]. Consequently, to suit such a content we must try to find out what in nature
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belongs to the spiritual in and for itself. The original Concept® itself it must be which
invented the shape for concrete spirit, so that now the subjective Concept — here the
spirit of art — has merely found this shape and made it, as a natural shaped existent,
appropriate to free individual spirituality. This shape, which the Idea as spiritual —
indeed as individually determinate spirituality — assumes when it is to proceed out into
a temporal manifestation, is the human form. Of course personification and anthro-
pomorphism have often been maligned as a degradation of the spiritual, but in so far
as art’s task is to bring the spiritual before our eyes in a sensuous manner, it must get
involved in this anthropomorphism, since spirit appears sensuously in a satisfying way
only in its body. The transmigration of souls is in this respect an abstract idea,” and
physiology should have made it one of its chief propositions that life in its develop-
ment had necessarily to proceed to the human form as the one and only sensuous
appearance appropriate to spirit.

But the human body in its forms counts in classical art no longer as a merely sensu-
ous existent, but only as the existence and natural shape of the spirit, and it must
therefore be exempt from all the deficiency of the purely sensuous and from the contin-
gent finitude of the phenomenal world. While in this way the shape is purified in order
to express in itself a content adequate to itself, on the other hand, if the correspond-
ence of meaning and shape is to be perfect, the spirituality, which is the content, must
be of such a kind that it can express itself completely in the natural human form,
without towering beyond and above this expression in sensuous and bodily terms.
Therefore here the spirit is at once determined as particular and human, not as purely
absolute and eternal, since in this latter sense it can proclaim and express itself only as
spirituality.

This last point in its turn is the defect which brings about the dissolution of the
classical art-form and demands a transition to a higher form, the third, namely the
romantic.

(¢) The romantic form of art cancels again the completed unification of the Idea and
its reality, and reverts, even if in a higher way, to that difference and opposition of the
two sides which in symbolic art remained unconquered. The classical form of art has
attained the pinnacle of what illustration by art could achieve, and if there is some-
thing defective in it, the defect is just art itself and the restrictedness of the sphere of
art. This restrictedness lies in the fact that art in general takes as its subject-matter the
spirit (i.e. the universal, infinite and concrete in its nature) in a sensuously concrete
form, and classical art presents the complete unification of spiritual and sensuous
existence as the correspondence of the two. But in this blending of the two, spirit is
not in fact represented in its true nature. For spirit is the infinite subjectivity of the
Idea, which as absolute inwardness cannot freely and truly shape itself outwardly on
condition of remaining moulded into a bodily existence as the one appropriate to it.?

Abandoning this [classical] principle, the romantic form of art cancels the undivided
unity of classical art because it has won a content which goes beyond and above the
classical form of art and its mode of expression. This content — to recall familiar ideas
— coincides with what Christianity asserts of God as a spirit, in distinction from the
Greek religion which is the essential and most appropriate content for classical art. In
classical art the concrete content is implicitly the unity of the divine nature with the
human, a unity which, just because it is only immediate and implicit, is adequately
manifested also in an immediate and sensuous way. The Greek god is the object of
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naive intuition and sensuous imagination, and therefore his shape is the bodily shape
of man. The range of his power and his being is individual and particular. Contrasted
with the individual he is a substance and power with which the individual’s inner being
is only implicitly at one but without itself possessing this oneness as inward subjective
knowledge. Now the higher state is the knowledge of that implicit unity which is the
content of the classical art-form and is capable of perfect presentation in bodily shape.
But this elevation of the implicit into self-conscious knowledge introduces a tremen-
dous difference. It is the infinite difference which, for example, separates man from
animals. Man is an animal, but even in his animal functions, he is not confined to the
implicit, as the animal is; he becomes conscious of them, recognizes them, and lifts
them, as, for instance, the process of digestion, into self-conscious science. In this way
man breaks the barrier of his implicit and immediate character, so that precisely
because he knows that he is an animal, he ceases to be an animal and attains knowledge
of himself as spirit.

Now if in this way what was implicit at the previous stage, the unity of divine and
human nature, is raised from an immediate to a known unity, the true element for the
realization of this content is no longer the sensuous immediate existence of the spirit-
ual in the bodily form of man, but instead the inwardness of self-consciousness. Now
Christianity brings God before our imagination as spirit, not as an individual, particu-
lar spirit, but as absolute in spirit and in truth. For this reason it retreats from the
sensuousness of imagination into spiritual inwardness and makes this, and not the
body, the medium and the existence of truth’s content. Thus the unity of divine and
human nature is a known unity, one to be realized only by spiritual knowing and in
spirit. The new content, thus won, is on this account not tied to sensuous presentation,
as if that corresponded to it, but is freed from this immediate existence which must be
set down as negative, overcome, and reflected into the spiritual unity. In this way
romantic art is the self-transcendence of art but within its own sphere and in the form
of art itself.

We may, therefore, in short, adhere to the view that at this third stage the subject-
matter of art is free concrete spirituality, which is to be manifested as spirituality to the
spiritually inward. In conformity with this subject-matter, art cannot work for sensu-
ous intuition. Instead it must, on the one hand, work for the inwardness which
coalesces with its object simply as if with itself, for subjective inner depth, for reflective
emotion, for feeling which, as spiritual, strives for freedom in itself and seeks and finds
its reconciliation only in the inner spirit. This inner world constitutes the content of the
romantic sphere and must therefore be represented as this inwardness and in the pure
appearance of this depth of feeling. Inwardness celebrates its triumph over the external
and manifests its victory in and on the external itself, whereby what is apparent to the
senses alone sinks into worthlessness.

On the other hand, however, this romantic form too, like all art, needs an external
medium for its expression. Now since spirituality has withdrawn into itself out of the
external world and immediate unity therewith, the sensuous externality of shape is for
this reason accepted and represented, as in symbolic art, as something inessential and
transient; and the same is true of the subjective finite spirit and will, right down to the
particularity and caprice of individuality, character, action, etc., of incident, plot, etc.
The aspect of external existence is consigned to contingency and abandoned to the
adventures devised by an imagination whose caprice can mirror what is present to it,
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exactly as it is, just as readily as it can jumble the shapes of the external world and
distort them grotesquely. For this external medium has its essence and meaning no
longer, as in classical art, in itself and its own sphere, but in the heart which finds its
manifestation in itself instead of in the external world and its form of reality, and this
reconciliation with itself it can preserve or regain in every chance, in every accident
that takes independent shape, in all misfortune and grief, and indeed even in crime.

Thereby the separation of Idea and shape, their indifference and inadequacy to each
other, come to the fore again, as in symbolic art, but with this essential difference, that,
in romantic art, the Idea, the deficiency of which in the symbol brought with it
deficiency of shape, now has to appear perfected in itself as spirit and heart. Because of
this higher perfection, it is not susceptible of an adequate union with the external,
since its true reality and manifestation it can seek and achieve only within itself.

This we take to be the general character of the symbolic, classical, and romantic
forms of art, as the three relations of the Idea to its shape in the sphere of art. They
consist in the striving for, the attainment, and the transcendence of the Ideal as the true
Idea of beauty.

(iii) The system of the individual arts

Now the third part of our subject, in contradistinction from the two just described,
presupposes the concept of the Ideal and also the three general forms of art, since it is
only the realization of these in specific sensuous materials. Therefore we now no longer
have to do with the inner development of artistic beauty in its general fundamental
characteristics. Instead we have to consider how these characteristics pass into exist-
ence, are distinguished from one another externally, and actualize every feature in the
conception of beauty independently and explicitly as a work of art and not merely as a
general form. But since it is the differences immanent in the Idea of beauty, and proper
to it, that art transfers into external existence, it follows that in this Part III the general
forms of art must likewise be the fundamental principle for the articulation and
determination of the individual arts; in other words, the kinds of art have the same
essential distinctions in themselves which we came to recognize in the general forms of
art. Now the external objectivity into which these forms are introduced through a
sensuous and therefore particular material, makes these forms fall apart from one
another independently, to become distinct ways of their realization, i.e. the particular
arts. For each form finds its specific character also in a specific external material, and
its adequate realization in the mode of portrayal which that material requires. But, on
the other hand, these art-forms, universal as they are despite their determinateness,
break the bounds of a particular realization through a specific kind of art and achieve
their existence equally through the other arts, even if in a subordinate way. Therefore
the particular arts belong, on the one hand, specifically to one of the general forms of
art and they shape its adequate external artistic actuality, and, on the other hand, in
their own individual way of shaping externality, they present the totality of the forms
of art.’

In general terms, that is to say, in Part III of our subject we have to deal with the
beauty of art as it unfolds itself, in the arts and their productions, into a world of
actualized beauty. The content of this world is the beautiful, and the true beautiful, as
we saw, is spirituality given shape, the Ideal, and, more precisely, absolute spirit, the
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truth itself. This region of divine truth, artistically represented for contemplation and
feeling, forms the centre of the whole world of art. It is the independent, free, and
divine shape which has completely mastered the externality of form and material
and wears it only as a manifestation of itself. Still, since the beautiful develops itself in
this region as objective reality and therefore distinguishes within itself its single aspects
and factors, granting them independent particularity, it follows that this centre now
arrays its extremes, realized in their appropriate actuality, as contrasted with itself. One
of these extremes therefore forms a still spiritless objectivity, the merely natural
environment of God. Here the external as such takes shape as something having its
spiritual end and content not in itself but in another.

The other extreme is the Divine as inward, as something known, as the variously
particularized subjective existence of the Deity: the truth as it is effective and living in
the sense, heart, and spirit of individual persons, not remaining poured out into its
external shape, but returning into the subjective individual inner life. Thereby the
Divine as such is at the same time distinguished from its pure manifestation as Deity,
and thereby enters itself into the particularity characteristic of all individual subjective
knowledge, emotion, perception, and feeling. In the analogous sphere of religion, with
which art at its highest stage is immediately connected, we conceive this same differ-
ence as follows. First, earthly natural life in its finitude confronts us on one side; but
then, secondly, our consciousness makes God its object wherein the difference of
objectivity and subjectivity falls away, until, thirdly, and lastly, we advance from God as
such to worship by the community, i.e. to God as living and present in subjective
consciousness. These three fundamental differences arise also in the world of art in
independent development.

(a) The first of the particular arts, the one with which we have to begin in accordance
with this fundamental characterization of them, is architecture as a fine art. Its task
consists in so manipulating external inorganic nature that, as an external world con-
formable to art, it becomes cognate to spirit. Its material is matter itself in its immedi-
ate externality as a mechanical heavy mass, and its forms remain the forms of
inorganic nature, set in order according to relations of the abstract Understanding, i.e.
relations of symmetry. In this material and in these forms the Ideal, as concrete spir-
ituality, cannot be realized. Hence the reality presented in them remains opposed to the
Idea, because it is something external not penetrated by the Idea or only in an abstract
relation to it. Therefore the fundamental type of the art of building is the symbolic
form of art. For architecture is the first to open the way for the adequate actuality of
the god, and in his service it slaves away with objective nature in order to work it free
from the jungle of finitude and the monstrosity of chance. Thereby it levels a place for
the god, forms his external environment, and builds for him his temple as the place for
the inner composure of the spirit and its direction on its absolute objects. It raises an
enclosure for the assembly of the congregation, as protection against the threat of
storm, against rain, tempest, and wild animals, and it reveals in an artistic way, even if
in an external one, the wish to assemble. This meaning it can build into its material and
the forms thereof with greater or lesser effect, in proportion as the determinate char-
acter of the content for which it undertakes its work is more significant or insignificant,
more concrete or abstract, more profoundly plumbing its own depths, or more obscure
and superficial. Indeed in this respect architecture may itself attempt to go so far as to
fashion in its forms and material an adequate artistic existence for that content; but in
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that event it has already stepped beyond its own sphere and is swinging over to sculp-
ture, the stage above it. For its limitation lies precisely in retaining the spiritual, as
something inner, over against its own external forms and thus pointing to what has
soul only as to something distinct from these.

(b) But by architecture, after all, the inorganic external world has been purified, set
in order symmetrically, and made akin to spirit, and the god’s temple, the house of his
community, stands there ready. Then into this temple, secondly, the god enters himself
as the lightning-flash of individuality striking and permeating the inert mass, and the
infinite, and no longer merely symmetrical, form of spirit itself concentrates and gives
shape to something corporeal. This is the task of sculpture.

In so far as in sculpture the spiritual inner life, at which architecture can only hint,
makes itself at home in the sensuous shape and its external material, and in so far as
these two sides are so mutually formed that neither preponderates, sculpture acquires
the classical art-form as its fundamental type. Therefore, no expression is left to the
sensuous which is not an expression of spirit itself, just as, conversely, for sculpture no
spiritual content can be perfectly represented unless it can be fully and adequately
presented to view in bodily form. For through sculpture the spirit should stand before
us in blissful tranquillity in its bodily form and in immediate unity therewith, and the
form should be brought to life by the content of spiritual individuality. So the external
sensuous material is no longer processed either according to its mechanical quality
alone, as a mass possessing weight, or in forms of the inorganic world, or as indifferent
to colour, etc., but in the ideal forms of the human figure and in all three spatial
dimensions too. In this last respect we must claim for sculpture that in it the inward
and the spiritual come into appearance for the first time in their eternal peace and
essential self-sufficiency. To this peace and unity with itself only that external shape
corresponds which itself persists in this unity and peace. This is shape according to its
abstract spatiality.”® The spirit which sculpture presents is spirit compact in itself, not
variously splintered into the play of accidents and passions. Consequently sculpture
does not abandon spirit’s external form to this variety of appearance, but picks up
therein only this one aspect, abstract spatiality in the totality of its dimensions.

(¢) Now when architecture has built its temple and the hand of sculpture has set up
within it the statues of the god, this sensuously present god is confronted, thirdly, in the
wide halls of his house, by the community. The community is the spiritual reflection
into itself of this sensuous existent, and is animating subjectivity and inwardness. With
these, therefore, it comes about that the determining principle, alike for the content of
art and for the material that represents it outwardly, is particularization and individual-
ization and their requisite subjective apprehension. The compact unity in itself which
the god has in sculpture disperses into the plurality of the inner lives of individuals
whose unity is not sensuous but purely ideal.'' And so only here is God himself truly
spirit, spirit in his community, God as this to-and-fro, as this exchange of his inherent
unity with his actualization in subjective knowing and its individualization as well as in
the universality and union of the multitude. In the community God is released alike
from the abstraction of undeveloped self-identity and from his sculptural representa-
tion as immediately immersed in a bodily medium; and he is raised to spirituality and
knowledge, i.e. to spirit’s mirror-image which essentially appears as inward and as
subjectivity. Consequently the higher content is now the spiritual, the spiritual as abso-
lute. But at the same time, owing to the dispersal mentioned just now, the spiritual
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appears here as particular spirituality, an individual mind. And it is not the self-
sufficient peace of the god in himself, but appearance as such, being for another, that
manifestation of the self, which comes to the fore here as the chief thing; so now what
becomes on its own account an object of artistic representation is the most mani-
fold subjectivity in its living movement and activity as human passion, action, and
adventure, and, in general, the wide range of human feeling, willing, and neglect.

Now in conformity with this content the sensuous element in art has likewise to
show itself particularized in itself and appropriate to subjective inwardness. Material
for this is afforded by colour, musical sound, and finally sound as the mere indication
of inner intuitions and ideas. And as modes of realizing the content in question by
means of these materials we have painting, music, and poetry. Here the sensuous
medium appears as particularized in itself and posited throughout as ideal. Thus it
best corresponds with the generally spiritual content of art, and the connection of
spiritual meaning with sensuous material grows into a deeper intimacy than was pos-
sible in architecture and sculpture. Nevertheless this is a more inner unity which lies
entirely on the subjective side, and which, in so far as form and content have to particu-
larize themselves and posit themselves as ideal, can only come about at the expense of
the objective universality of the content and its fusion with the immediately sensuous
element.

Now in these arts form and content raise themselves to ideality, and thus, since they
leave behind symbolic architecture and the classical idea of sculpture, they acquire
their type from the romantic form of art on whose mode of configuration they are
adapted to impress themselves in the most appropriate manner. But they are a totality
of arts, because the romantic is in itself the most concrete form of art.

The inner articulation of this third sphere of the individual arts may be established as
follows:

(o) The first art, standing next to sculpture, is painting. It uses as material for its
content, and its content’s configuration, visibility as such, in so far as this is at the same
time particularized, i.e. developed into colour. True, the material of architecture and
sculpture is likewise visible and coloured, but it is not, as in painting, the making
visible as such; it is not the simple light which, differentiating itself in its contrast with
darkness, and in combination therewith, becomes colour.'> This quality of visibility
inherently subjectivized and posited as ideal, needs neither the abstract mechanical
difference of mass operative in heavy matter, as in architecture, not the totality of
sensuous spatiality which sculpture retains, even if concentrated and in organic shapes.
On the contrary, the visibility and the making visible which belong to painting have
their differences in a more ideal way, i.e. in the particular colours, and they free art
from the complete sensuous spatiality of material things by being restricted to the
dimensions of a plane surface.

On the other hand, the content too attains the widest particularization. Whatever
can find room in the human breast as feeling, idea, and purpose, whatever it is capable
of shaping into act, all this multiplex material can constitute the variegated content of
painting. The whole realm of particularity from the highest ingredients of spirit right
down to the most isolated natural objects finds its place here. For even finite nature in
its particular scenes and phenomena can come on the stage in painting, if only some
allusion to an element of spirit allies it more closely with thought and feeling.

(B) The second art through which the romantic form is actualized is, as contrasted
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with painting, music. Its material, though still sensuous, proceeds to still deeper sub-
jectivity and particularization. I mean that music’s positing of the sensuous as ideal is
to be sought in the fact that it cancels, and idealizes into the individual singularity of
one point, the indifferent self-externality of space, the total appearance of which is
accepted by painting and deliberately simulated. But as this negativity, the point is
concrete in itself and an active cancellation within the material by being a movement
and tremor of the material body in itself in its relation to itself. This incipient ideality
of matter, which appears no longer as spatial but as temporal ideality, is sound: the
sensuous set down as negated with its abstract visibility changed into audibility, since
sound releases the Ideal, as it were, from its entanglement in matter."

Now this earliest inwardness and ensouling of matter affords the material for the
still indefinite inwardness and soul of the spirit, and in its tones makes the whole
gamut of the heart’s feelings and passions resound and die away. In this manner, just as
sculpture stands as the centre between architecture and the arts of romantic subjectiv-
ity, so music forms the centre of the romantic arts and makes the point of transition
between the abstract spatial sensuousness of painting and the abstract spirituality of
poetry. Like architecture, music has in itself, as an antithesis to feeling and inwardness,
a relation of quantity conformable to the mathematical intellect; it also has as its basis
a fixed conformity to law on the part of the notes and their combination and
succession.

() Finally, as for the third, most spiritual presentation of romantic art, we must look
for it in poetry. Its characteristic peculiarity lies in the power with which it subjects to
spirit and its ideas the sensuous element from which music and painting began to make
art free. For sound, the last external material which poetry keeps, is in poetry no longer
the feeling of sonority itself, but a sign, by itself void of significance, a sign of the idea
which has become concrete in itself, and not merely of indefinite feeling and its
nuances and gradations. Sound in this way becomes a word as a voice inherently articu-
lated, the meaning of which is to indicate ideas and thoughts. The inherently negative
point to which music had moved forward now comes forth as the completely concrete
point, as the point of the spirit, as the self-conscious individual who out of his own
resources unites the infinite space of his ideas with the time of sound. Yet this sensuous
element, which in music was still immediately one with inwardness, is here cut free
from the content of consciousness, while spirit determines this content on its own
account and in itself and makes it into ideas. To express these it uses sound indeed, but
only as a sign in itself without value or content. The sound, therefore, may just as well
be a mere letter, since the audible, like the visible, has sunk into being a mere indication
of spirit. Therefore the proper element of poetical representation is the poetical
imagination and the illustration of spirit itself, and since this element is common to all
the art-forms, poetry runs through them all and develops itself independently in each
of them. Poetry is the universal art of the spirit which has become free in itself and
which is not tied down for its realization to external sensuous material; instead, it
launches out exclusively in the inner space and the inner time of ideas and feelings. Yet,
precisely, at this highest stage, art now transcends itself, in that it forsakes the element
of a reconciled embodiment of the spirit in sensuous form and passes over from the
poetry of the imagination to the prose of thought.

This we may take to be the articulated totality of the particular arts: the external art
of architecture, the objective art of sculpture, and the subjective art of painting, music,
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and poetry. Of course many other classifications have been attempted, since the work
of art presents such a wealth of aspects that, as has often happened, now this one and
now that can be made the basis of classification. Consider, for example, the sensuous
material. In that case architecture is the crystallization, sculpture the organic configur-
ation, of matter in its sensuous and spatial totality; painting is the coloured surface
and line; while, in music, space as such passes over into the inherently filled point of
time; until, finally, in poetry the external material is altogether degraded as worthless.
Alternatively, these differences have been considered in their totally abstract aspect of
space and time. But such abstract characteristics of the work of art may of course, like
its material, be consistently pursued in their special features, but they cannot be carried
through as the final basis of classification, because any such aspect derives its origin
from a higher principle and therefore has to be subordinate thereto.

As this higher principle we have found the art-forms of the symbolical, the classical,
and the romantic, which are themselves the universal moments of the Idea of beauty.

The concrete form of their relation to the individual arts is of such a kind that the
several arts constitute the real existence of the art-forms. Symbolic art attains its most
appropriate actuality and greatest application in architecture, where it holds sway in
accordance with its whole conception and is not yet degraded to be the inorganic
nature, as it were, dealt with by another art. For the classical form, on the other hand,
sculpture is its unqualified realization, while it takes architecture only as something
surrounding it, and it cannot yet develop painting and music as absolute forms for its
content. Finally, the romantic art-form masters painting and music, and poetic repre-
sentation likewise, as modes of expression in a way that is substantive and unqualified.
But poetry is adequate to all forms of the beautiful and extends over all of them,
because its proper element is beautiful imagination, and imagination is indispensable
for every beautiful production, no matter to what form of art it belongs.

Now, therefore, what the particular arts realize in individual works of art is, accord-
ing to the Concept of art, only the universal forms of the self-unfolding Idea of beauty.
It is as the external actualization of this Idea that the wide Pantheon of art is rising. Its
architect and builder is the self-comprehending spirit of beauty, but to complete it will
need the history of the world in its development through thousands of years.

Translated by T.M. Knox

Notes

—_

In Baumgarten’s Aesthetica, 1750.

2 This is obscure. Bosanquet, in his translation of Hegel’s Introduction (London, 1905), p. 39,

suggests an allusion to ‘born of water and the spirit’, but this must be wrong. Hegel means

that we have beauty originated by man’s mind and also what is reproduced by his mind in his
natural world.

i.e. assume that it has been demonstrated.

4 i.e. the art expressive of one world-view differs from that which expresses another: Greek art
as a whole differs from Christian art as a whole. The sequence of different religions gives rise
to a sequence of different art-forms.

5 An unknown block of stone may symbolize the Divine, but it does not represent it. Its natural

shape has no connection with the Divine and is therefore external to it and not an embodi-

ment of it. When shaping begins, the shapes produced are symbols, perhaps, but in themselves
are fantastic and monstrous.

Bosanquet (Introduction, p. 185) seems to be right in suggesting that ‘original Concept’

W

(=)}

51



10
11

12
13

G.W.F. HEGEL

means ‘God’, and that he invented man as an expression of spirit; art finds him as appropriate
to express the individual spirit. Hegel is fond of the play on words between erfinden (invent)
and finden (find).

Bosanquet points out that the idea is abstract because it represents the soul as independent of
an appropriate body — the human soul as capable of existing in a beast’s body (ibid., p. 186).
In other words, thought is ‘inwardness’ in the sense that thoughts are not outside one another
in the way that the parts of a body are. This is why the spirit cannot find an adequate
embodiment in things but only in thoughts, or at least only in the inner life.

The forms of art are the symbolic, classical, and romantic. The kinds of art are sculpture,
painting, etc. There is a sense in which one kind of art (e.g. sculpture) is the adequate mode in
which one form of art (e.g. the classical) is actualized. But no form of art is wholly actualized
in one kind of art alone; it requires the others, even if they take a subordinate place. Thus
while one kind of art may belong par excellence to one form of art, it also appears to some
extent in the other forms and may be said to present them all. This whole section on the kinds
of art is not easily intelligible except in the light of Hegel’s full discussion in Part IIT of these
lectures.

i.e. shape taken simply as an object occupying space (Bosanquet, Introduction p. 199).

The unity of the members of a church is not visible, but exists in their common belief and in
the recognition of their community (ibid., p. 200).

An obvious reference to Goethe’s theory of colour, one of Hegel’s favourite topics.

For this section on sound and music, see Hegel’s Philosophy of Nature, i.e. Part Two of the
Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences, §§ 300-02. Two English translations are available:
A.V. Miller, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1970, pp. 136-47, and M.J. Petry, London, Allen and
Unwin, 1970, vol, 2, pp. 69-82.
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ON TRUTH AND LIE IN AN
EXTRA-MORAL SENSE

Friedrich Nietzsche

1

Once upon a time, in some out of the way corner of that universe which is dispersed
into numberless twinkling solar systems, there was a star upon which clever beasts
invented knowing. That was the most arrogant and mendacious minute of ‘world
history,” but nevertheless, it was only a minute. After nature had drawn a few breaths,
the star cooled and congealed, and the clever beasts had to die. — One might invent
such a fable, and yet he still would not have adequately illustrated how miserable, how
shadowy and transient, how aimless and arbitrary the human intellect looks within
nature. There were eternities during which it did not exist. And when it is all other with
the human intellect, nothing will have happened. For this intellect has no additional
mission which would lead it beyond human life. Rather, it is human, and only its
possessor and begetter takes it so solemnly — as though the world’s axis turned within
it. But if we could communicate with the gnat, we would learn that he likewise flies
through the air with the same solemnity,' that he feels the flying center of the universe
within himself. There is nothing so reprehensible and unimportant in nature that it
would not immediately swell up like a balloon at the slightest puff of this power of
knowing. And just as every porter wants to have an admirer, so even the proudest
of men, the philosopher, supposes that he sees on all sides the eyes of the universe
telescopically focused upon his action and thought.

It is remarkable that this was brought about by the intellect, which was certainly
allotted to these most unfortunate, delicate, and ephemeral beings merely as a device
for detaining them a minute within existence. For without this addition they would
have every reason to flee this existence as quickly as Lessing’s son.” The pride con-
nected with knowing and sensing lies like a blinding fog over the eyes and senses of
men, thus deceiving them concerning the value of existence. For this pride contains
within itself the most flattering estimation of the value of knowing. Deception is the
most general effect of such pride, but even its most particular effects contain within
themselves something of the same deceitful character.

As a means for the preserving of the individual, the intellect unfolds its principal
powers in dissimulation, which is the means by which weaker, less robust individuals
preserve themselves — since they have been denied the chance to wage the battle for
existence with horns or with the sharp teeth of beasts of prey. This art of dissimulation
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reaches its peak in man. Deception, flattering, lying, deluding, talking behind the back,
putting up a false front, living in borrowed splendor, wearing a mask, hiding behind
convention, playing a role for others and for oneself — in short, a continuous fluttering
around the solitary flame of vanity — is so much the rule and the law among men that
there is almost nothing which is less comprehensible than how an honest and pure
drive for truth could have arisen among them. They are deeply immersed in illusions
and in dream images; their eyes merely glide over the surface of things and see ‘forms.’
Their senses nowhere lead to truth; on the contrary, they are content to receive stimuli
and, as it were, to engage in a groping game on the backs of things. Moreover, man
permits himself to be deceived in his dreams every night of his life. His moral senti-
ment does not even make an attempt to prevent this, whereas there are supposed to be
men who have stopped snoring through sheer will power. What does man actually
know about himself? Is he, indeed, ever able to perceive himself completely, as if laid
out in a lighted display case? Does nature not conceal most things from him — even
concerning his own body — in order to confine and lock him within a proud, deceptive
consciousness, aloof from the coils of the bowels, the rapid flow of the blood stream,
and the intricate quivering of the fibers! She threw away the key. And woe to that fatal
curiosity which might one day have the power to peer out and down through a crack in
the chamber of consciousness and then suspect that man is sustained in the indiffer-
ence of his ignorance by that which is pitiless, greedy, insatiable, and murderous — as if
hanging in dreams on the back of a tiger. Given this situation, where in the world
could the drive for truth have come from?

Insofar as the individual wants to maintain himself against other individuals, he will
under natural circumstances employ the intellect mainly for dissimulation. But at the
same time, from boredom and necessity, man wishes to exist socially and with the herd;
therefore, he needs to make peace and strives accordingly to banish from his world at
least the most flagrant bellum omni contra omnes.® This peace treaty brings in its wake
something which appears to be the first step toward acquiring that puzzling truth drive:
to wit, that which shall count as ‘truth’ from now on is established. That is to say, a
uniformly valid and binding designation is invented for things, and this legislation of
language likewise establishes the first laws of truth. For the contrast between truth and
lie arises here for the first time. The liar is a person who uses the valid designations, the
words, in order to make something which is unreal appear to be real. He says, for
example, ‘I am rich,” when the proper designation for his condition would be ‘poor.” He
misuses fixed conventions by means of arbitrary substitutions or even reversals of
names. If he does this in a selfish and moreover harmful manner, society will cease to
trust him and will thereby exclude him. What men avoid by excluding the liar is not so
much being defrauded as it is being harmed by means of fraud. Thus, even at this
stage, what they hate is basically not deception itself, but rather the unpleasant, hated
consequences of certain sorts of deception. It is in a similarly restricted sense that man
now wants nothing but truth: he desires the pleasant, life-preserving consequences of
truth. He is indifferent toward pure knowledge which has no consequences; to ward
those truths which are possibly harmful and destructive he is even hostilely inclined.
And besides, what about these linguistic conventions themselves? Are they perhaps
products of knowledge, that is, of the sense of truth? Are designations congruent with
things? Is language the adequate expression of all realities?

It is only by means of forgetfulness that man can ever reach the point of fancying
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himself to possess a ‘truth’ of the grade just indicated. If he will not be satisfied with
truth in the form of tautology, that is to say, if he will not be content with empty husks,
then he will always exchange truths for illusions. What is a word? It is the copy in
sound of a nerve stimulus. But the further inference from the nerve stimulus to a cause
outside of us is already the result of a false and unjustifiable application of the prin-
ciple of sufficient reason.* If truth alone had been the deciding factor in the genesis of
language, and if the standpoint of certainty had been decisive for designations, then
how could we still dare to say ‘the stone is hard,” as if ‘hard’ were something otherwise
familiar to us, and not merely a totally subjective stimulation! We separate things
according to gender, designating the tree as masculine and the plant as feminine. What
arbitrary assignments!® How far this oversteps the canons of certainty! We speak of a
‘snake’: this designation touches only upon its ability to twist itself and could therefore
also fit a worm.® What arbitrary differentiations! What one-sided preferences, first for
this, then for that property of a thing! The various languages placed side by side show
that with words it is never a question of truth, never a question of adequate expression;
otherwise, there would not be so many languages.” The ‘thing in itself” (which is pre-
cisely what the pure truth, apart from any of its consequences, would be) is likewise
something quite incomprehensible to the creator of language and something not in the
least worth striving for. This creator only designates the relations of things to men, and
for expressing these relations he lays hold of the boldest metaphors. To begin with, a
nerve stimulus is transferred into an image:® first metaphor. The image, in turn, is
imitated in a sound: second metaphor. And each time there is a complete overleaping
of one sphere, right into the middle of an entirely new and different one. One can
imagine a man who is totally deaf and has never had a sensation of sound and music.
Perhaps such a person will gaze with astonishment at Chladni’s sound figures; perhaps
he will discover their causes in the vibrations of the string and will now swear that he
must know what men mean by ‘sound.’ It is this way with all of us concerning lan-
guage: we believe that we know something about the things themselves when we speak
of trees, colors, snow, and flowers; and yet we possess nothing but metaphors for things
— metaphors which correspond in no way to the original entities.” In the same way that
the sound appears as a sand figure, so the mysterious X of the thing in itself first
appears as a nerve stimulus, then as an image, and finally as a sound. Thus the genesis
of language does not proceed logically in any case, and all the material within and with
which the man of truth, the scientist, and the philosopher later work and build, if not
derived from never-never land,' is at least not derived from the essence of things.

In particular, let us further consider the formation of concepts. Every word instantly
becomes a concept precisely insofar as it is not supposed to serve as a reminder of the
unique and entirely individual original experience to which it owes its origin; but
rather, a word becomes a concept insofar as it simultaneously has to fit countless
more or less similar cases — which means, purely and simply, cases which are never
equal and thus altogether unequal. Every concept arises from the equation of unequal
things. Just as it is certain that one leaf is never totally the same as another, so it is
certain that the concept ‘leaf’ is formed by arbitrarily discarding these individual dif-
ferences and by forgetting the distinguishing aspects. This awakens the idea that, in
addition to the leaves, there exists in nature the ‘leaf’: the original model according to
which all the leaves were perhaps woven, sketched, measured, colored, curled, and
painted — but by incompetent hands, so that no specimen has turned out to be a
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correct, trustworthy, and faithful likeness of the original model. We call a person ‘hon-
est’, and then we ask ‘why has he behaved so honestly today?” Our usual answer is, ‘on
account of his honesty.” Honesty! This in turn means that the leaf is the cause of the
leaves. We know nothing whatsoever about an essential quality called ‘honesty’; but we
do know of countless individualized and consequently unequal actions which we
equate by omitting the aspects in which they are unequal and which we now designate
as ‘honest’ actions. Finally we formulate from them a qualitas occulta" which has the
name ‘honesty.” We obtain the concept, as we do the form, by overlooking what is
individual and actual; whereas nature is acquainted with no forms and no concepts,
and likewise with no species, but only with an X which remains inaccessible and
undefinable for us. For even our contrast between individual and species is something
anthropomorphic and does not originate in the essence of things; although we should
not presume to claim that this contrast does not correspond to the essence of things:
that would of course be a dogmatic assertion and, as such, would be just as indemon-
strable as its opposite.

What then is truth? A movable host of metaphors, metonymies, and anthropomor-
phisms: in short, a sum of human relations which have been poetically and rhetorically
intensified, transferred, and embellished, and which, after long usage, seem to a people
to be fixed, canonical, and binding. Truths are illusions which we have forgotten are
illusions; they are metaphors that have become worn out and have been drained of
sensuous force, coins which have lost their embossing and are now considered as metal
and no longer as coins.

We still do not yet know where the drive for truth comes from. For so far we have
heard only of the duty which society imposes in order to exist: to be truthful means to
employ the usual metaphors. Thus, to express it morally, this is the duty to liec accord-
ing to a fixed convention, to lie with the herd and in a manner binding upon everyone.
Now man of course forgets that this is the way things stand for him. Thus he lies in the
manner indicated, unconsciously and in accordance with habits which are centuries
old; and precisely by means of this unconsciousness and forgetfulness he arrives at his
sense of truth. From the sense that one is obliged to designate one thing as ‘red,’
another as ‘cold,” and a third as ‘mute,’ there arises a moral impulse in regard to truth.
The venerability, reliability, and utility of truth is something which a person demon-
strates for himself from the contrast with the liar, whom no one trusts and everyone
excludes. As a ‘rational’ being, he now places his behavior under the control of abstrac-
tions. He will no longer tolerate being carried away by sudden impressions, by intu-
itions. First he universalizes all these impressions into less colorful, cooler concepts, so
that he can entrust the guidance of his life and conduct to them. Everything which
distinguishes man from the animals depends upon this ability to volatilize perceptual
metaphors in a schema, and thus to dissolve an image into a concept. For something is
possible in the realm of these schemata which could never be achieved with the vivid
first impressions: the construction of a pyramidal order according to castes and
degrees, the creation of a new world of laws, privileges, subordinations, and clearly
marked boundaries — a new world, one which now confronts that other vivid world of
first impressions as more solid, more universal, better known, and more human than
the immediately perceived world, and thus as the regulative and imperative world.
Whereas each perceptual metaphor is individual and without equals and is therefore
able to elude all classification, the great edifice of concepts displays the rigid regularity
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of a Roman columbarium'? and exhales in logic that strength and coolness which is
characteristic of mathematics. Anyone who has felt this cool breath [of logic] will
hardly believe that even the concept — which is as bony, foursquare, and transposable as
a die — is nevertheless merely the residue of a metaphor, and that the illusion which is
involved in the artistic transference of a nerve stimulus into images is, if not the
mother, then the grandmother of every single concept.”® But in this conceptual crap
game ‘truth’ means using every die in the designated manner, counting its spots accur-
ately, fashioning the right categories, and never violating the order of caste and class
rank. Just as the Romans and Etruscans cut up the heavens with rigid mathematical
lines and confined a god within each of the spaces thereby delimited, as within a
templum,'* so every people has a similarly mathematically divided conceptual heaven
above themselves and henceforth thinks that truth demands that each conceptual god
be sought only within /Ais own sphere. Here one may certainly admire man as a mighty
genius of construction, who succeeds in piling up an infinitely complicated dome of
concepts upon an unstable foundation, and, as it were, on running water. Of course, in
order to be supported by such a foundation, his construction must be like one con-
structed of spiders’ webs: delicate enough to be carried along by the waves, strong
enough not to be blown apart by every wind. As a genius of construction man raises
himself far above the bee in the following way: whereas the bee builds with wax that he
gathers from nature, man builds with the far more delicate conceptual material which
he first has to manufacture from himself. In this he is greatly to be admired, but not on
account of his drive for truth or for pure knowledge of things. When someone hides
something behind a bush and looks for it again in the same place and finds it there as
well, there is not much to praise in such seeking and finding. Yet this is how matters
stand regarding seeking and finding ‘truth’ within the realm of reason. If I make up
the definition of a mammal, and then, after inspecting a camel, declare ‘look, a mam-
mal,” I have indeed brought a truth to light in this way, but it is a truth of limited value.
That is to say, it is a thoroughly anthropomorphic truth which contains not a single
point which would be ‘true in itself” or really and universally valid apart from man. At
bottom, what the investigator of such truths is seeking is only the metamorphosis of
the world into man. He strives to understand the world as something analogous to
man, and at best he achieves by his struggles the feeling of assimilation. Similar to the
way in which astrologers considered the stars to be in man’s service and connected with
his happiness and sorrow, such an investigator considers the entire universe in con-
nection with man: the entire universe as the infinitely fractured echo of one original
sound — man; the entire universe as the infinitely multiplied copy of one original
picture — man. His method is to treat man as the measure of all things, but in doing so
he again proceeds from the error of believing that he has these things [which he intends
to measure] immediately before him as mere objects. He forgets that the original
perceptual metaphors are metaphors and takes them to be the things themselves.

Only by forgetting this primitive world of metaphor can one live with any repose,
security, and consistency: only by means of the petrification and coagulation of a mass
of images which originally streamed from the primal faculty of human imagination like
a fiery liquid, only in the invincible faith that ¢his sun, this window, this table is a truth in
itself, in short, only by forgetting that he himself is an artistically creating subject, does
man live with any repose, security, and consistency. If but for an instant he could escape
from the prison walls of this faith, his ‘self consciousness’ would be immediately
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destroyed. It is even a difficult thing for him to admit to himself that the insect or the
bird perceives an entirely different world from the one that man does, and that the
question of which of these perceptions of the world is the more correct one is quite
meaningless, for this would have to have been decided previously in accordance with the
criterion of the correct perception, which means, in accordance with a criterion which is
not available. But in any case it seems to me that ‘the correct perception’ — which would
mean ‘the adequate expression of an object in the subject’ — is a contradictory impossi-
bility. For between two absolutely different spheres, as between subject and object, there
is no causality, no correctness, and no expression; there is, at most, an aesthetic rela-
tion:"” I mean, a suggestive transference, a stammering translation into a completely
foreign tongue — for which there is required, in any case, a freely inventive intermediate
sphere and mediating force. ‘Appearance’ is a word that contains many temptations,
which is why I avoid it as much as possible. For it is not true that the essence of things
‘appears’ in the empirical world. A painter without hands who wished to express in
song the picture before his mind would, by means of this substitution of spheres, still
reveal more about the essence of things than does the empirical world. Even the rela-
tionship of a nerve stimulus to the generated image is not a necessary one. But when the
same image has been generated millions of times and has been handed down for many
generations and finally appears on the same occasion every time for all mankind, then it
acquires at last the same meaning for men it would have if it were the sole necessary
image and if the relationship of the original nerve stimulus to the generated image were
a strictly causal one. In the same manner, an eternally repeated dream would certainly
be felt and judged to be reality. But the hardening and congealing of a metaphor
guarantees absolutely nothing concerning its necessity and exclusive justification.
Every person who is familiar with such considerations has no doubt felt a deep
mistrust of all idealism of this sort: just as often as he has quite clearly convinced
himself of the eternal consistency, omnipresence, and infallibility of the laws of nature.
He has concluded that so far as we can penetrate here — from the telescopic heights to
the microscopic depths — everything is secure, complete, infinite, regular, and without
any gaps. Science will be able to dig successfully in this shaft forever, and all the things
that are discovered will harmonize with and not contradict each other. How little does
this resemble a product of the imagination, for if it were such, there should be some
place where the illusion and unreality can be divined. Against this, the following must
be said: if each of us had a different kind of sense perception — if we could only
perceive things now as a bird, now as a worm, now as a plant, or if one of us saw a
stimulus as red, another as blue, while a third even heard the same stimulus as a sound
— then no one would speak of such a regularity of nature, rather, nature would be
grasped only as a creation which is subjective in the highest degree. After all, what is a
law of nature as such for us? We are not acquainted with it in itself, but only with its
effects, which means in its relation to other laws of nature — which, in turn, are known
to us only as sums of relations. Therefore all these relations always refer again to others
and are thoroughly incomprehensible to us in their essence. All that we actually know
about these laws of nature is what we ourselves bring to them — time and space, and
therefore relationships of succession and number. But everything marvelous about the
laws of nature, everything that quite astonishes us therein and seems to demand our
explanation, everything that might lead us to distrust idealism: all this is completely
and solely contained within the mathematical strictness and inviolability of our
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representations of time and space. But we produce these representations in and from
ourselves with the same necessity with which the spider spins. If we are forced to
comprehend all things only under these forms, then it ceases to be amazing that in all
things we actually comprehend nothing but these forms. For they must all bear within
themselves the laws of number, and it is precisely number which is most astonishing in
things. All that conformity to law, which impresses us so much in the movement of the
stars and in chemical processes, coincides at bottom with those properties which we
bring to things. Thus it is we who impress ourselves in this way. In conjunction with
this it of course follows that the artistic process of metaphor formation with which
every sensation begins in us already presupposes these forms and thus occurs within
them. The only way in which the possibility of subsequently constructing a new con-
ceptual edifice from metaphors themselves can be explained is by the firm persis-
tence of these original forms. That is to say, this conceptual edifice is an imitation of
temporal, spatial, and numerical relationships in the domain of metaphor.'®

2

We have seen how it is originally language which works on the construction of con-
cepts, a labor taken over in later ages by science. Just as the bee simultaneously con-
structs cells and fills them with honey, so science works unceasingly on this great
columbarium of concepts, the graveyard of perceptions. It is always building new,
higher stories and shoring up, cleaning, and renovating the old cells; above all, it takes
pains to fill up this monstrously towering framework and to arrange therein the entire
empirical world, which is to say, the anthropomorphic world. Whereas the man of
action binds his life to reason and its concepts so that he will not be swept away and
lost, the scientific investigator builds his hut right next to the tower of science so that
he will be able to work on it and to find shelter for himself beneath those bulwarks
which presently exist. And he requires shelter, for there are frightful powers which
continuously break in upon him, powers which oppose scientific ‘truth’ with completely
different kinds of ‘truths’ which bear on their shields the most varied sorts of emblems.

The drive toward the formation of metaphors is the fundamental human drive,
which one cannot for a single instant dispense with in thought, for one would thereby
dispense with man himself. This drive is not truly vanquished and scarcely subdued by
the fact that a regular and rigid new world is constructed as its prison from its own
ephemeral products, the concepts. It seeks a new realm and another channel for its
activity, and it finds this in myth and in art generally. This drive continually confuses
the conceptual categories and cells by bringing forward new transferences, metaphors,
and metonymies. It continually manifests an ardent desire to refashion the world which
presents itself to waking man, so that it will be as colorful, irregular, lacking in results
and coherence, charming, and eternally new as the world of dreams. Indeed, it is only
by means of the rigid and regular web of concepts that the waking man clearly sees
that he is awake; and it is precisely because of this that he sometimes thinks that he
must be dreaming when this web of concepts is torn by art. Pascal is right in maintain-
ing that if the same dream came to us every night we would be just as occupied with it
as we are with the things that we see every day. ‘If a workman were sure to dream for
twelve straight hours every night that he was king,’ said Pascal, ‘I believe that he would
be just as happy as a king who dreamt for twelve hours every night that he was a
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workman.’" In fact, because of the way that myth takes it for granted that miracles are
always happening, the waking life of a mythically inspired people — the ancient Greeks,
for instance — more closely resembles a dream than it does the waking world of a
scientifically disenchanted thinker. When every tree can suddenly speak as a nymph,
when a god in the shape of a bull can drag away maidens, when even the goddess
Athena herself is suddenly seen in the company of Peisistratus driving through the
market place of Athens with a beautiful team of horses' — and this is what the honest
Athenian believed — then, as in a dream, anything is possible at each moment, and all
of nature swarms around man as if it were nothing but a masquerade of the gods, who
were merely amusing themselves by deceiving men in all these shapes.

But man has an invincible inclination to allow himself to be deceived and is, as it
were, enchanted with happiness when the rhapsodist tells him epic fables as if they
were true, or when the actor in the theater acts more royally than any real king. So long
as it is able to deceive without injuring, that master of deception, the intellect, is free; it
is released from its former slavery and celebrates its Saturnalia. It is never more luxuri-
ant, richer, prouder, more clever and more daring. With creative pleasure it throws
metaphors into confusion and displaces the boundary stones of abstractions, so that,
for example, it designates the stream as ‘the moving path which carries man where he
would otherwise walk.” The intellect has now thrown the token of bondage from itself.
At other times it endeavors, with gloomy officiousness, to show the way and to demon-
strate the tools to a poor individual who covets existence; it is like a servant who goes
in search of booty and prey for his master. But now it has become the master and it
dares to wipe from its face the expression of indigence. In comparison with its previous
conduct, everything that it now does bears the mark of dissimulation,' just as that
previous conduct did of distortion.”® The free intellect copies human life, but it con-
siders this life to be something good and seems to be quite satisfied with it. That
immense framework and planking of concepts to which the needy man clings his whole
life long in order to preserve himself is nothing but a scaffolding and toy for the most
audacious feats of the liberated intellect. And when it smashes this framework to
pieces, throws it into confusion, and puts it back together in an ironic fashion, pairing
the most alien things and separating the closest, it is demonstrating that it has no need
of these makeshifts of indigence and that it will now be guided by intuitions rather
than by concepts. There is no regular path which leads from these intuitions into the
land of ghostly schemata, the land of abstractions. There exists no word for these
intuitions; when man sees them he grows dumb, or else he speaks only in forbidden
metaphors and in unheard-of combinations of concepts. He does this so that by
shattering and mocking the old conceptual barriers he may at least correspond
creatively to the impression of the powerful present intuition.

There are ages in which the rational man and the intuitive man stand side by side, the
one in fear of intuition, the other with scorn for abstraction. The latter is just as
irrational as the former is inartistic. They both desire to rule over life: the former,
by knowing how to meet his principal needs by means of foresight, prudence, and
regularity; the latter, by disregarding these needs and, as an ‘overjoyed hero,” counting
as real only that life which has been disguised as illusion and beauty. Whenever, as was
perhaps the case in ancient Greece, the intuitive man handles his weapons more
authoritatively and victoriously than his opponent, then, under favorable circum-
stances, a culture can take shape and art’s mastery over life can be established. All the
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manifestations of such a life will be accompanied by this dissimulation, this disavowal
of indigence, this glitter of metaphorical intuitions, and, in general, this immediacy of
deception: neither the house, nor the gait, nor the clothes, nor the clay jugs give evi-
dence of having been invented because of a pressing need. It seems as if they were all
intended to express an exalted happiness, an Olympian cloudlessness, and, as it were, a
playing with seriousness. The man who is guided by concepts and abstractions only
succeeds by such means in warding off misfortune, without ever gaining any happiness
for himself from these abstractions. And while he aims for the greatest possible free-
dom from pain, the intuitive man, standing in the midst of a culture, already reaps
from his intuition a harvest of continually inflowing illumination, cheer, and redemp-
tion — in addition to obtaining a defense against misfortune. To be sure, he suffers more
intensely, when he suffers; he even suffers more frequently, since he does not under-
stand how to learn from experience and keeps falling over and over again into the same
ditch. He is then just as irrational in sorrow as he is in happiness: he cries aloud and
will not be consoled. How differently the stoical man who learns from experience and
governs himself by concepts is affected by the same misfortunes! This man, who at
other times seeks nothing but sincerity, truth, freedom from deception, and protection
against ensnaring surprise attacks, now executes a masterpiece of deception: he exe-
cutes his masterpiece of deception in misfortune, as the other type of man executes his
in times of happiness. He wears no quivering and changeable human face, but, as it
were, a mask with dignified, symmetrical features. He does not cry; he does not even
alter his voice. When a real storm cloud thunders above him, he wraps himself in his
cloak, and with slow steps he walks from beneath it.

Translated by Daniel Breazeale

Notes

Pathos.

A reference to the offspring of Lessing and Eva Konig, who died on the day of his birth.
‘War of each against all.’

Note that Nietzsche is here engaged in an implicit critique of Schopenhauer, who had been
guilty of precisely this misapplication of the principle of sufficient reason in his first book,
The Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason. It is quite wrong to think that
Nietzsche was ever wholly uncritical of Schopenhauer’s philosophy (see, for example, the
little essay, Kritik der Schopenhauerischen Philosophie from 1867, in Nietzsche's Gesammelte
Werke ( Musarionausgabe ), Munich, Musarion, 1920-1929, vol. 1, pp. 392-401).

5 welche willkiirlichen Ubertragungen. The specific sense of this passage depends upon the fact
that all ordinary nouns in the German language are assigned a gender: the tree is der Baum;
the plant is die Pflanze. This assignment of an original sexual property to all things is the
‘transference’ in question.

6 This passage depends upon the etymological relation between the German words Schlange
(snake) and schlingen (to wind or twist), both of which are related to the Old High German
slango.

7 What Nietzsche is rejecting here is the theory that there is a sort of ‘naturally appropriate’
connection between certain words (or sounds) and things. Such a theory is defended by
Socrates in Plato’s Cratylus.

8 Ein Nervenreiz, zuerst iibertragen in ein Bild. The ‘image’ in this case is the visual image, what
we ‘see.’

9 Wesenheiten.

10 Wolkenkukuksheim: literally, ‘cloud-cuckoo-land.’
11 ‘Occult quality.’

N S
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12

13

15

16

17

18

19
20

FRIEDRICH NIETZSCHE

A columbarium is a vault with niches for funeral urns containing the ashes of cremated
bodies.

i.e. concepts are derived from images, which are, in turn, derived from nerve stimuli.

A delimited space restricted to a particular purpose, especially a religiously sanctified area.
ein dsthetisches Verhalten. A more literal translation of Verhalten is ‘behavior,” ‘attitude,” or
perhaps ‘disposition.’

This is where section 2 of the fair copy made by von Gersdorff ends. But according to
Schlechta (in Karl Schlechta and Anni Anders, Friedrich Nietzche. Von den verborgenen
Anfangen seines Philosophierens, Stuttgart-Bad Cannstadt, Frommann, 1962, pp. 14-15)
Nietzsche’s preliminary version continued as follows:

Empty space and empty time are ideas which are possible at any time. Every concept,
thus an empty metaphor, is only an imitation of these first ideas: space, time, and causal-
ity. Afterwards, the original imaginative act of transference into images: the first provides
the matter, the second the qualities which we believe in. Comparison to music. How can
one speak of it?

Pensées, number 386. Actually, Pascal says that the workman would be ‘almost as happy’ as
the king in this case!

According to the story told by Herodotus (Histories 1, 60) the tyrant Peisistratus adopted the
following ruse to secure his popular acceptance upon his return from exile: he entered Athens
in a chariot accompanied by a woman named Phye who was dressed in the costume of
Athena. Thus the people were supposed to have been convinced that it was the goddess
herself who was conducting the tyrant back to the Acropolis.

Verstellung.

Verzerrung.
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HERMENEUTICS






INTRODUCTION

Martin Heidegger The Origin of the Work of Art
Jean-Paul Sartre What is Writing?

Emmanuel Levinas Reality and its Shadow

Mikel Dufrenne The World of the Aesthetic Object
Gaston Bachelard The Dialectics of Qutside and Inside
Maurice Merleau-Ponty The Intertwining — The Chiasm
Hans-Georg Gadamer Aesthetics and Hermeneutics
Gianni Vattimo The Death or Decline of Art

Phenomenology and hermeneutics are distinct but related theories of experience or, more specific-
ally, theories of how words relate to experience. While the former pays greater attention to the
nature of lived experience, and the latter concentrates on problems arising from textual interpret-
ation, both deal in a fundamental way with our status as beings whose existence is enabled and
determined by particular physical and cultural conditions. Originally defined, hermeneutics is the
art of understanding and interpreting historical texts. In the history of hermeneutics, there are,
generally speaking, three phases: theological, romantic, and phenomenological. The first two are
characterized by the intention to recover the ‘true’ meaning a text would have had in the age it was
written, free from the mediation and distortion that translation and the passage of time bring.
Hermeneutics emerges in the sixteenth century at the time of the Reformation with Martin
Luther’s concern to retrieve the original meaning of classical and biblical writings. Three centuries
later, a comparable desire to know the seminal context and significance of a text is manifest in the
romanticism of literary theorists such as Friedrich Ast, Friedrich D.E. Schleiermacher, and
Wilhelm Dilthey. What distinguishes twentieth-century hermeneutics (represented below by
Heidegger, Gadamer, and Vattimo) from its earlier forms is the recognition that the hermeneut, as
an interpreter of texts, is herself rooted in history. As a result, any interpretation she gives of a text,
no matter how ‘close’ she claims to be to identifying the conditions of its production, will always be
mediated by the historically constructed assumptions and expectations which constitute her prac-
tice as a hermeneut. It is this appreciation of the necessarily perspectival nature of historical,
textual interpretation which makes recent hermeneutic theory ‘phenomenological’.

The beginnings of phenomenology are most often identified with the work of the late nineteenth-,
early twentieth-century German thinkers Franz Brentano (1838-1917) and Edmund Husser!
(1859-1938), but the governing principles, I would argue, are first evident in Kant. Phenomen-
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ology maintains that the categories with which philosophy has divided up experience in the past
are not adequate to experience; they break up continuous experience into things, and let that sense
of a lived point-of-contact between mind and reality slip away. Thus, new perspectives on experi-
ence are offered which take the intertwined nature of mind and reality as their starting point.
Experience, Brentano argues in Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint (1874), is necessarily
‘intentional’, that is to say, it is always object-directed, always experience of something. Experi-
ence is such that there will always be some content or other of which we are aware, no matter how
unprepared we are for describing what is before us, for example, this road, this tree, this red, this
buzzing confusion. From the basic, intentional structure of experience, whereby one thing (experi-
ence) can open out to become two things (experience of something), phenomenology sets out to
redescribe appearances. Husser! is the first to conduct a major phenomenological redescription of
phenomena. In his later works — principally Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a
Phenomenological Philosophy (1913) and Cartesian Meditations (1931)* — he performs his
phenomenological reduction in order to give verbal expression to mental events as they appear to
consciousness, independent of an everyday, uncritical commitment to the existence of other people,
places, physical objects, causality, etc.

The premise shared by phenomenology and hermeneutics is that experience has a questioning-
character: experience is not the grasping of a pre-formed content but a form of prospection or
enquiry; just as a question draws out and determines a range of possible replies, so the manner in
which our faculties approach the world shapes how it appears to us. As Brentano shows, experi-
ence has as its structure an essential openness which creates a content or an object for itself; this
is intentionality. The foundations of this analysis of experience lie with Kant. His Transcendental
Deduction, from the Critique of Pure Reason (1781, 1787), demonstrates that the conditions of
possibility of subjectivity are at one and the same time the conditions of possibility of objectivity.
When we perceive or describe or understand something, we don’t just receive what’s there but, in
virtue of the act, bring something new to it and change what’s there; it is the active interplay
between mind and object which gives experience its textures and meanings. This applies to objects
for phenomenology, and to texts for hermeneutics.

Research in these fields is devoted to the perspectives which constitute our outlook on the world
and, in particular, to making palpable the way in which these perspectives are active in determin-
ing what we take to be real. The aesthetic is particularly significant here since it is a form of
experience which tests or exceeds the understanding we have of our cognitive and cultural contact
with the world.

Traditionally, the aesthetic has either been defined in opposition to thought or has been denied
categorical determination altogether. Thus, not only is it an area of enquiry where the application of
concepts is an issue but also, precisely because it has been given this marginal or resistant quality, it
is a domain which allows us to see the conditions that enable conceptual judgement in operation.
Art, for phenomenology and hermeneutics, renders the ground upon which we’re standing visible.

Martin Heidegger

Some of the most important connections between phenomenology and hermeneutics occur in the
work of Martin Heidegger (1889-1976). A student of Husserl, Heidegger has become one of the
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most important European philosophers of the twentieth century, influencing thinkers such as
Gaston Bachelard, Hans-Georg Gadamer, and Jacques Derrida. However, he was an active member
of the National Socialist party during the 1930s and the Second World War, and this has tainted
his ideas in many people’s eyes.

Heidegger reasserts the Kantian claim that experience is not the reception of sense impressions
but a form of prospection or questioning: to have experience is to be in an active state of finding
out about the world. In his principal work, Being and Time (1927), he asks: what is the meaning of
being? What does it mean to have experience, to protrude into the world, to be human? The
question of being stimulated the metaphysical schemes of Plato and Aristotle but, since then,
according to Heidegger, it has been forgotten. The notion of ‘being’ has become ordinary and
universal, applying to anything and everything in existence. However, what is distinctive about
human being, Heidegger avers, is that it is a form of being for which being itself is an issue:

Looking at something, understanding and conceiving it, choosing, access to it — all these
ways of behaving are constitutive for our inquiry, and therefore are modes of being for
those particular entities which we, the inquirers, are ourselves. Thus to work out the
question of being adequately, we must make an entity — the inquirer — transparent in its
own being. The very asking of this question is an entity’s mode of being; and as such it
gets its essential character from what is inquired about — namely, being. This entity
which each of us is himself and which includes inquiring as one of the possibilities of its
being, we shall denote by the term ‘Dasein’.?

‘Dasein’ is an everyday, colloquial German word meaning ‘being there’ or a human’s sense of
existence. The fact that being is an issue for us is tremendously important for Heidegger’s thesis.
Something’s ‘being an issue’, Heidegger writes, ‘is a constitutive state of Dasein’s being’ and this
shows that Dasein ‘in its being, has a relationship towards that being — a relationship which itself
is one of being’. We are not just aware of the world, but aware of the fact that we are aware of the
world. * Understanding of being’, he asserts, \is itself a definite characteristic of Dasein’s being.
Dasein is ontically distinctive in that it is ontological.”? ‘Ontic’ is Heidegger’s term for the objects
and events which feature in experience, and ‘ontological’ refers to the structure of experience, that
is, in Heidegger’s idiom, the structure of the ontic. What distinguishes Dasein from other kinds of
being in the world is that its character, and its character alone, represents the possibility of there
being other kinds of being in the world.

Heidegger is pursuing the Kantian project of drawing out the conditions of possibility of experi-
ence: the structures which have to be at work in and around experience for there to be any
experience at all. Experience takes the form of a question, Heidegger argues, in the sense that
there always has to be an opening-up of possibilities in advance of experience in order for experi-
ence to take place. Just as the kind of question asked influences the answer, he avows, so the way in
which we approach reality affects how it appears. In Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics
(1929), Heidegger shows that experience is made possible by the imagination projecting the
concept of an object in general as a horizon of possibility, and this opens up a ‘space’ in which
objects can appear before consciousness. The ‘Kant book’ (as Heidegger refers to it) develops
some of the connections implicit but never realized in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (1781,
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1787) and was written as preparation for the second part of Being and Time, but Heidegger
never completed the project. The concept of a horizon projected by the imagination prior to
experience raises questions concerning the origin and status of the imagination, but these are to
be expected and are appropriate to the territory, since both Heidegger and Kant are broaching the
dynamic structures which allow things, including consciousness, to come into being in the first
place.

If the question of being has been forgotten, if being has become ordinary, then we must draw
it out and make it prominent again. Phenomenology, Heidegger asserts, is the method of enquiry
whereby something is brought out ‘into the open’. He defines it as letting ‘that which shows
itself be seen from itself in the very way in which it shows itself from itself’.* However, this
phenomenological disclosure is also hermeneutic, in two senses: (1) because it involves inter-
pretation, and (2) because we are working towards an understanding not just of how things
appear to us, but of how things appear per se. As Heidegger writes, his enquiry ‘becomes a
“hermeneutic”’ to the extent ‘that by uncovering the meaning of being and the basic structures
of Dasein in general we may exhibit the horizon for any further ontological study of those
entities which do not have the character of Dasein’, in other words, we work out ‘the conditions
on which the possibility of any ontological investigation depends’.> This is ‘hermeneutic’ in the
(recent) sense of transcending one’s subjective standpoint to approach objectivity. It is remin-
iscent of Kant’s attempt to secure objectivity given his investment of the possibility of experi-
ence within the subject. We can make the comparison with conversation again: asking a question
elicits a response and, although the response is influenced by the phrasing of the question, it
nevertheless represents the willingness to approach a shared understanding which is constitutive
of all communication.

Heidegger develops a new understanding of ontology — the way in which experience and the
world are shaped and organized — based on processes of disclosing and concealing, opening and
closing. Apart from the times when we are amazed by the extent and complexity of the universe, we
ordinarily take the existence of objects for granted; we assume they are simply ‘there’, waiting for
us to perceive or interact with them. The tyranny of the ordinary again. Heidegger is interested in
how things come to be for us, not so much in the sense of their material origin and constitution, but
how they are bound up with our subjective experience and the meanings, values, and dispositions
which experience involves. Our everyday ontology of stable, mind-independent objects, he asserts,
presupposes a prior, ‘fundamental’ ontology whereby things are disclosed or concealed. Before
things can exist, there have to be the conditions which allow things to come into being or made to
appear before consciousness.

The five senses are a good illustration of Heidegger’s concept of disclosure.® When we see, we
are not passively receiving what is ‘out there’ in the world. Rather, the optical and neural
processes that take place within us open up the world for us in a certain way, that is, they allow
us to interpret the world in terms of colour and as something which is continuously there.
Hearing makes the world available to us in alternative ways, allowing us to be aware of things
that are not yet visible, e.g., the person singing next door, and to be aware of things intermit-
tently, that is, only when they are making a noise. For the blind, rain behaves like light: raindrops
bouncing off different surfaces give texture and depth to an otherwise silent, featureless world.
Different animals, with differently attuned sensory faculties, have access to realities other than
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ours. For dogs, a heightened sense of smell makes near-past and near-future events more
immediately cognizable, and sonar-like echo-location situates bats in a landscape of reflected
sonic pulses.

The text representing Heidegger here is his essay ‘The Origin of the Work of Art/, first given as a
series of lectures in 1935 and 1936. It establishes a theme which links the first four essays in this
section. Heidegger, Sartre, and Levinas all consider the ontology of art and the different ways in
which art and language create new perspectives on reality, while Dufrenne develops the Heideg-
gerian claim that a work of art brings a world into view. Heidegger discusses art in terms of truth
and his ontology of disclosure. The essay follows section 44 of Being and Time by referring
Heidegger’s ontology to the ancient Greek concept of truth as aletheia. Aletheia means ‘the
unconcealedness of beings’. As a concept of truth, it is distinct from and logically prior to our
conventional, Roman notion of truth as veritas or ‘correspondence with the facts’. For there to be
any objects to make up states of affairs to which our statements can correspond, there must be the
‘truth’ which lets these objects first come to be.

Art is true, Heidegger claims, in that it lets us see the tension between concealment and
disclosure. He calls this ‘the conflict of world and earth’: ‘world’ is used in the sense that any
disclosure is the opening of a realm, e.qg., the realm of sight, and ‘earth’ is the concealed domain
from which the world emerges. The artwork ‘moves the earth itself into the Open of a world and
keeps it there’. A Greek temple, Heidegger suggests, opens a world by creating a ‘relational
context’, of ‘birth and death, disaster and blessing, victory and disgrace, endurance and decline’,
and Van Gogh’s painting of a peasant’s shoes brings out the use-life which the shoes have for their
owner, what Heidegger calls ‘the equipmentality of equipment’. We experience the aletheic truth of
art as a form of ‘thatness’. We might not be able to say what it is about a work that impresses us,
but that there is something there we are certain of. A sense of ‘thatness’ stands out, stops us in our
tracks. This is consistent with Kant’s proposal that it is part of the experience of art for us to be
motivated to find new words to describe the experience.

Ultimately, for Heidegger, ‘the nature of art is poetry’. It is not his intention to construct a
hierarchy of the arts, like Hegel, with poetry at the top. Rather, he is proposing that art is truest,
at its most aletheic, when it is poetic. Verbal language, Heidegger argues, is the principal form of
projection whereby a space is opened, allowing an object to appear. In projection, he writes,
‘announcement is made of what it is that beings come into the Open as’. When we use words, we
are drawing on the associations and significations which constitute everyday discourse. What the
poet does is work with these in a way which defamiliarizes the familiar, which makes the usual
unusual. An opening appears in the ordinariness of being, allowing new possibilities to come to
light. In the ‘open place’ of projection, Heidegger writes, ‘everything is other than usual ...
everything ordinary and hitherto existing becomes an unbeing’. Metaphor is a good example: two
familiar but unrelated words are combined to produce a novel description, often leading to a new
way of seeing the object in question, e.g., ‘time is a river’, ‘rain is the light of the blind".
Generating ‘new’ ideas from ‘old’ concepts reflects the hermeneutic principle of speakers tran-
scending their initial perspectives through conversation. Heidegger does not discuss metaphor
here but considers the topic much later in On the Way to Language. The nature of language is
seldom absent from his thought, but it is in this essay, from 1959, that it receives its most
thorough treatment.
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Jean-Paul Sartre

The relationship between art and language also concerns Sartre and Levinas. They examine how
the form of an artwork — principally, whether it is phenomenal or verbal — affects its capacity to
refer beyond itself and stimulate the viewer’s sense of her place in a world among others. Through
his plays, novels, and philosophical texts, Jean-Paul Sartre (1905-80) displays the central ideas
of existentialism. For the existentialist, identity, a sense of who we are and what our place in the
world is, is constructed through action and only has meaning when regarded as something
dynamic, a propensity to act or to apply oneself. Sartre builds upon nihilism and, following
Nietzsche, rejects the belief that human beings derive their identity and motivation from internal,
substantive essences, for example, a soul or a continuous self. Epistemologies, such as Platonism
and Cartesianism, which seek to explain identity in terms of abiding, essential qualities, Sartre
argues, always leave us with the problem of how universal principles apply to particular situations.
In response, Sartre radically rethinks the relation between concept and identity to show that it is
only through active transformation of or engagement with the world that people and things
acquire meanings.

Sartre, like Heidegger, presents subjective experience in the form of a question, but this time the
question is *how should one act?’ or *how should this experience lead to the next?’. In his major
work, Being and Nothingness (1943), Sartre defines the self as a ‘nothingness’. This has two
meanings: (1) the self is not a thing, it is not something which can be captured and defined in the
way that a pen or an inkwell can, and, more importantly, (2) the self, he claims, is the absence or
gap between one appearance and the next. This gap is essentially a form of questioning through
time, created by the structure of experience. An object does not disclose all its possible appear-
ances in one moment. Experience is successive: a continuum in which aspects appear and disap-
pear, in which appearances are revealed and then withdrawn. Impressions move on: this object is
not present to me now in exactly the same way it was a moment ago. The next moment always
appears as if it were the answer to a question: it might confirm or confound our expectations, or
surprise us, or give a negative reply. What is certain is that the next moment won’t be the same as
before, for even to judge it ‘the same’ is to give it a different character. It is only in consciousness
that the impression of something not being the case can take place, for example, expecting to find
thirty pounds in my wallet but finding only twenty, or waiting in a café for a friend who never turns
up. It is the possibility of negation, of being surprised by appearances, of having one’s expectations
confounded, which disengages consciousness from the brute causal order of the world. Because
this rupture in the causal order of the world /s the structure of consciousness for Sartre, there can
never be a moment when consciousness is identical with a self which can influence or determine its
actions. Consciousness is being-for-itself because it can never be identical with a content, cause,
or thing. There is nothing — no inner core of being — which can compel me to adopt a particular
form of conduct.

As there are no metaphysical essences in Sartre’s epistemology to organize and give shape to
experience, order has to be made. We define ourselves and our lives by the actions we take.
Experience itself, Sartre maintains, is an active process, a series of negotiations between mind
and reality. Writing is considered a form of action by Sartre. Not only does it have the same
structure as consciousness, but it also changes and gives shape to experience. Putting an event
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or an object ‘into words’ gives definition and specificity to what would otherwise just pass us by
as the flow of experience. From all that could be said at any one moment, one slice across
phenomena is made — ‘the root is black’ — and the root is carved out as the object of our
attention. Consciousness suddenly becomes aware of itself as that which is confronting this
object. Producing a description brings the recognition that qualities are present in the root
which our words do not cover and, in fact, distances the object further by suggesting connec-
tions with other items, e.g., other black things. Sartre’s novel Nausea (1938) is an account of a
writer’s coming to terms with the realization that words do not bring us closer to things but
rather exacerbate the questioning sense of absence which defines consciousness’ relationship
with reality.

Sartre has particular views on just how writing gives shape and form to experience. In *‘What is
Writing?’ (1947), he argues that, of all the arts, prose is the only form of representation which
returns us to the world. For the prose writer, he claims, words are ‘transparent’. This is an
unfortunate metaphor, since it is associated historically with the philosophical ideal of passing
through concepts to things in themselves. But this is not Sartre’s meaning. The prose writer
makes her words transparent so that her readers ‘may assume full responsibility before the object
which has been thus laid bare’. Prose ‘utilizes’ words as signs: ‘The ambiguity of the sign’, he
suggests, ‘implies that one can penetrate it at will like a pane of glass and pursue the thing
signified, or turn one’s gaze towards its reality and consider it as an object.” In contrast, the forms
of painting, sculpture, music, and poetry exist as things and, as such, have a density of their own
which ‘withdraws’ the audience from the human condition. We are dealing with an ontology of
action. Shape has to be given to experience not in a way which isolates objects and distances us
from them but in a way which makes them available to us. Prose, for Sartre, organizes experience
in a manner which does not draw attention to itself as an external or extra-experiential form of
organization.

Emmanuel Levinas

A similar argument is given in ‘Reality and its Shadow’ (1948): art, Levinas claims, impedes our
openness to others. Born in Lithuania, Emmanuel Levinas (b. 1906) spent the greater part of his
academic life in France, obtaining French citizenship in 1930. One of the most distinctive features
of his work is the importance he assigns to the attitude with which we approach others or the
Other. The ‘Other’ is a technical term from Hegel, denoting that which an individual encounters as
distinct from herself, e.g., an object or another person, yet which plays a role in affirming the
individual’s sense of her own identity. For Levinas, all our dealings with the world, whether they
concern art, politics, or science, raise ethical questions of how we ought to behave in the face of
someone or something standing before us, and much of his writing is devoted to working out the
precise nature of this ‘confrontation’.

Art, Levinas suggests, is a ‘doubling of reality’, like a shadow, and has a ‘density of its own’
which creates a ‘fissure’ or an ‘interval’ (called the ‘meanwhile’) between art and reality. This
makes art ‘a dimension of evasion’: we become preoccupied with it at the expense of our
obligation to deal with others. The idea that art, because of its substantiality, obstructs human
activity comes from Plato. But whereas Plato recommends that the artist should be banished
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from the ideal state, Levinas insists that art can be reintegrated into human affairs through
conceptual, philosophical criticism. The critic works not with phenomenal particularities but
with conceptual generalities. She lacks ‘the force to arouse realities’ and so, instead, must ‘speak
in enigmas, by allusions, by suggestion, in equivocations’. The inherent incompleteness of her
medium, Levinas asserts, means she is more attentive to her rootedness in the world among
others.

Both ‘What is Writing?’ and ‘Reality and its Shadow’ were first published in the journal Les
Temps Modernes, created by Sartre in 1944. Levinas’ article appeared a year after Sartre’s, but
the editorial board of the journal, of which Sartre was a member, saw fit to add a preface drawing
attention to its Sartrean themes. However, Levinas’ only knowledge of Sartre’s work had come
from reading Being and Nothingness while he was a prisoner of war, and the book gives little
indication of Sartre’s later attitude towards the ontology of representation. Nevertheless, Levinas’
account differs from Sartre’s in that it offers art criticism as a category of writing which
reintroduces art back into ‘the true homeland of the mind’. Although Sartre had himself already
begun to write critical reviews of Giacometti and Alexander Calder, art and language, as they
appear in *‘What is Writing?’, remain divided.

Mikel Dufrenne

Of all the French phenomenologists, Mikel Dufrenne (b.1910) offers the most systematic account
of the relationship between phenomenology and art. He has written three books on aesthetics: The
Phenomenology of Aesthetic Experience (1953), La Poétique (1963), and the three-volume In
the Presence of the Sensuous (1967,1976,1981). Written some years prior to publication as his
principal dissertation at the Sorbonne, the Phenomenology lays the foundations of Dufrenne’s
aesthetic theory. His main ambition in the book is to specify what an aesthetic object is and how it
can be distinguished from other kinds of objects. The work is vital to any appreciation of
Dufrenne’s ceuvre since it contains the first, full articulation of his thesis that ‘the a priori is
revealed only in the a posteriori’. *“The World of the Aesthetic Object’ is from the Phenomenology
and draws on Kant and Heidegger to show how the a posteriori revealing of the a priori defines an
aesthetic object.

What distinguishes an artwork from other forms of representation, Dufrenne claims, is that it
expresses a world. While an artwork is like a diagram or a sign or a news report in that it re-
presents for us part of the world, what is unique to the artwork is that it establishes the
conditions and interactions which allow the various material elements making up the work to
speak to one another, to become significant, to have meaning. In other words, it establishes the
conditions which allow representation to occur. How does this count as the expression of a
‘world’?

Dufrenne’s use of the term furthers Heidegger’s proposal that the work of art draws a world
from the earth, and refers, with Heidegger, to the Kantian project of demonstrating the conditions
of possibility of experience. This is the origin of Dufrenne’s interest in the ‘a priori’—a posteriori’
relationship: identifying the structures which have to be in place a priori (prior to experience) for
there to be any experience and the possibility of knowledge from experience (a posteriori) at all.
The world, Dufrenne reminds us, is not a thing; we don’t experience the world as an object among
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others, like a tree or a table or a house. Rather, our sense of ‘world’, he asserts (acknowledging
Kant and Heidegger), is a correlate of the unity which the imagination projects as a horizon for
experience. ‘World’ refers to the sense of objectivity which follows as a result of subjective
experience having the same defining conditions as external appearances. Thus, the artwork
expresses a world in the sense that it lets us see the structure of experience. Because the artwork is
a form of representation which does not take representation for granted but actually deals with
how certain marks or impressions can become representation, it stands as the sensuous, a posteri-
ori expression of a priori conditions.

Gaston Bachelard

The career of the French philosopher Gaston Bachelard (1884-1962) embraces physics, psycho-
analysis, and phenomenology. As professor of physics at the College de Bar-sur-Aube from 1919
to 1930, he became preoccupied with the philosophical issues raised by scientific knowledge. He
began to conduct research in the philosophy of science, and in 1940 he was appointed as chair of
the history and philosophy of science at the Sorbonne. Running through Bachelard’s various
specialisms is an interest in the relationship between thought and matter. In The New Scientific
Spirit (1934), he argues that theory construction and the data generated by experimentation can
shape one another; the concepts adopted can affect the way in which objects are studied, and the
material data collected can impinge upon or challenge the expectations embodied in the concepts.
Development in science occurs, he suggests, not as a process of accumulation, one theory building
upon another, but as a series of jumps or discontinuities, in which one theory transcends another.
Bachelard’s observation anticipates the concept of the ‘paradigm shift’, articulated by the Ameri-
can philosopher of science Thomas Kuhn in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962).”
The intriguing question here is: how does transcendence happen, how do new ideas emerge?
In order to explore how ideas connect with one another and how we behave in and around them
— what might be called a ‘topography of thought’ — Bachelard turns to psychoanalysis and
phenomenology.

‘The Dialectics of Outside and Inside’ is a chapter from The Poetics of Space (1957). The book
is a wonderful display of the phenomenological principle that thought and experience emerge or
unfold themselves from their surrounding, defining conditions. Bachelard’s theme is the house or,
rather, to acknowledge a sense of *belonging’ to the world, the home: the domain in which we spend
most of our time and in which we have the most intimate experiences. ‘The Dialectics of Qutside
and Inside’ assesses the ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ metaphors which shape philosophy’s conception of
thought, and considers what the implications for philosophy might be when these terms are taken
in a more lived, architectural sense.

In philosophy, and in our general understanding of language, there is the tradition which thinks
of a concept as a circle or an enclosure, circumscribing all the entities to which the term refers,
e.g., ‘red’ refers to all possible red things, ‘car’ refers to all possible cars. But, on this account,
being, i.e., what something is or is said to be, is reduced to a disjunction: either you are inside
or outside the circle. The model is too geometric and too visual, leading the metaphysician to
think that outlines exist in nature, and that everything possible is already open to view. To make
an authentic study of being, Bachelard proposes, ‘it is preferable to follow all the ontological
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deviations of the various experiences of beings’. Rather than allowing a simplifying geometry to
restrict our recognition of what can be, Bachelard argues, we should let our sense of the possi-
bilities of experience be ‘ontologically amplified’ by the diversities of experience. Thus, he explores
our more intimate senses of insides, outsides, doorways, and passageways in order to articulate a
more resonant, textured model of thought.

Bachelard focuses on the poet’s experience of the house, for the poet gives us ‘exaggerated
images’ and these benefit phenomenology by working against the ‘*habits of reduction’. Poetry is
exaggerated in the sense that it pursues an experience to the end. It is like being in a house and not
being satisfied with just seeing one room but wanting to explore them all. This gives poetry its own
topographic form: the door. The doorway represents the crossing of thresholds, the passage from
one world to another, freedom from the confines of reductive metaphysics. The disclosive proper-
ties of metaphor are foregrounded by presenting it as the crossing of a threshold, moving from one
concept to another. Here is one answer to Bachelard’s question of the origin of new ideas, consist-
ent with the large volume of recent research on the role metaphor plays in scientific theory
construction. Furthermore, images of opening up a new realm make the doorway a symbol for
Heidegger’s poetry as aletheia, and Bachelard’s interlacing structures of thought with the intim-
ate, physical gestures of home is indicative of the relationships being drawn in Merleau-Ponty’s
phenomenology of the body.

Maurice Merleau-Ponty

French phenomenology, more so than Husserl’s and Heidegger’s, seeks to ‘concretize’ the phen-
omenological method, that is, to show how the structures of experience can be derived from the
‘feel” of lived experience. We can see this in the work of the French phenomenologists considered
so far: Sartre’s ‘nothingness’ is based on the absence we sense when expectations are not met; for
Levinas, philosophical thought should have as its template our interaction with others; Dufrenne’s
‘artwork’ makes visible the projection whereby we create a world for ourselves; and Bachelard
constructs ontologies of thought from the experiences of home. Concretization occurs at
its fullest, I would argue, in the study of bodily experience conducted by Maurice Merleau-
Ponty (1908-61). Those aspects of our being normally regarded as aphysical, abstract, and
descriptively elusive, i.e., consciousness, thought, memory, the actual ‘having’ of experience,
Merleau-Ponty declares, can be shown to unfold from our condition as beings physically immersed
in the world.

The fundamental premise of phenomenology, as announced above, is that experience is inten-
tional: experience is necessarily experience of something. Reality and my perception of it are
interwoven in or as the texture of experience; the same, single fabric — experience — gives rise to
two things — consciousness and reality. This is a response to the problems encountered by trad-
itional rationalist and empiricist theories explaining experience as a binary relation between an
isolated mind and an external reality. The body, Merleau-Ponty asserts in his seminal text, The
Phenomenology of Perception (1945), is not a thing among others in the world but a framework
of intentionality. We open onto the world through the body. Not only is it the medium which
translates sensation for us but also something active and prospective which moves around and
maps out the world for us. The ‘counter-pressure’ sense of intentionality, of bumping up against
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the world, for Merleau-Ponty, is the intersecting — but never interlocking — of these two aspects of
the body.

‘The Intertwining — The Chiasm’ (1961) is one of Merleau-Ponty’s final essays. It is from
The Visible and the Invisible, the book he was working on at the time of his death, and
explores the sensory and ontological implications of intentionality. Whereas contact between
consciousness and reality is traditionally idealized as a perfect fit, Merleau-Ponty assigns the
relationship a ‘resistance’ and ‘thickness’ which he calls ‘flesh’” and which, he argues, is the
original opening of the subject—object distinction. We normally ascribe a sensory quality, like a
colour, either to the thing or to our perception of the thing, but this assumes that nothing more
is taking place in experience other than the meeting of two preformed components. If mind and
reality met exactly, he argues, the two would ‘blend into’ one another and sensation ‘would
vanish at the moment of formation’. Rather, perception involves a gap, a tension between the
way we sense the world to be and how we relate this to past and potential experiences. In
order to perceive, one must belong to a world in which one can contextualize the information
received:

Between the exploration Lof my hand] and what it will teach me, between my movements
and what I touch, there must exist some relationship by principle, some kinship, accord-
ing to which they are not only, like the pseudopods of the amoeba, vague and ephemeral
deformations of the corporeal space, but the initiation to and the opening upon a tactile
world. This can happen only if my hand, while it is felt from within, is also accessible
from without, itself tangible, for my other hand, for example, if it takes its place among
the things it touches, is in a sense one of them, opens finally upon a tangible being of
which it is also a part.

The difference between the body as ‘sensory’ and the body as ‘object’ occurs because the two
cannot coincide; we can touch and be touched, but cannot superpose the two, that is, the hand that
is doing the touching cannot simultaneously be the object that is touched, otherwise experience
would vanish. The impossibility of superposition is a key premise in Merleau-Ponty’s argument, for
it is the non-identity — the necessary blindspot, so to speak — which gives perception its thickness
and roots intentionality in the body. That which restricts, enables. This is from the *Working Notes’
for The Visible and the Invisible:

What it does not see it does not see for reasons of principle, it is because it is conscious-
ness that it does not see. What it does not see is what in it prepares the vision of the rest
(as the retina is blind at the point where the fibres that will permit the vision spread out
into it). What it does not see is what makes it see, is its tie to Being, is its corporeity, are
the existentials by which the world becomes visible, is the flesh wherein the object is
born.®

The essay is a wonderful and demanding display of phenomenology working with and against

the divisions in everyday language in order to articulate a prior state of being to which these
divisions do not apply. The subject—predicate structure of language divides the world into
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individuals and things, and all our prepositions and attributions of properties are oriented in and
around this organized, public world. However, Merleau-Ponty wants to show that the colours,
patterns, and textures of sensory experience, before they are the qualities of objects, are the thick
interactions which manifest the disclosive, intentional structure of experience. What we ordinarily
regard as immediate and without substance — the instantaneous reception of a world through
sense perception — he is widening into a ‘space’ or ‘texture’ which, because it is the original
‘opening’ of experience, cannot easily be expressed or positioned in ordinary terms. Familiar
metaphors appear: cavity, hollow, armature, and horizon. The work that is required in shifting our
perspective is appropriate to the argument though. Just as experience, for Merleau-Ponty, is the
arching outward enabled by our embodiment, so, working our way through his images and meta-
phors, we sense how new understanding can arise from rearranging and pressing against the ideas
which surround us. The essay is subject to a close-reading by Luce Irigaray in ‘The Invisible of the
Flesh’ and acknowledged by Jacques Lacan in ‘0f the Gaze as Objet Petit a'. See the ‘Psycho-
analysis and Feminism’ section below.

Hans-Georg Gadamer

The German philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer (b. 1900) is arguably the most significant figure
to emerge in post-Heideggerian hermeneutics. I have shown that the notion of ‘gap’ or ‘opening’
represents the structure of consciousness for Heidegger, and the structure of the body for
Merleau-Ponty. In a comparable fashion, the true locus of hermeneutics, for Gadamer; is the ‘in-
between’: the gap between the familiarity of a text and its strangeness, as the product of another
time, another tradition, or ‘simply’ another mind.” Where familiarity ends and strangeness begins
will be governed by the reader’s propensities for seeing connections and drawing conclusions and
these, in turn, will be supplemented, challenged, or revised as the strange is made familiar or the
familiar is made strange. Conversation, with its exchanges of ideas and revisions of opinion, is a
good analogy for hermeneutics’ ‘novelty through transformation’. Gadamer makes the com-
parison in Truth and Method (1960).'° He is not thinking of those ‘conversations’ when you are
stuck in a corner with a crushing bore who does nothing but spout on about his own interests and
achievements, but those occasions when each person wants to understand and pursue what the
other has to say.

To conduct a conversation [Gadamer writes] means to allow oneself to be conducted by
the subject matter to which the partners in the dialogue are oriented. It requires that one
does not try to argue the other person down but that one really considers the weight of
the other’s opinion.™

In his short but concisely argued essay ‘Aesthetics and Hermeneutics’, Gadamer relates the
experience of art to the hermeneutic question of how one tradition can understand another. He
contests the idea that aesthetic experience is the grasping of an original content, whether this
refers to the original experience of the artist or something judged to be specific to the time in
which the work was produced. Gadamer was a student of Heidegger’s, and central to his work is
the Heideggerian notion that the way things appear to us or have meaning for us is determined by a
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horizon of expectation which we project in advance of experience. When we study an artwork, he
suggests, the artist’s intention to speak meets our own projected desire to understand. The
encounter does not reconstruct experience but instead surprises us: it generates new experience
through the interrelation of perspectives, and draws attention to our own status as beings who
interpret the world. Gadamer appeals to the act of conversation: ‘we cannot understand without
wanting to understand, that is, without wanting to let something be said ... Understanding
does not occur when we try to intercept what someone wants to say to us by claiming we already
know it.”

All human constructions, Gadamer reminds us, are reflections of a culture’s orientation towards
the world. This applies to hand tools, to language, and to art. Present here is the phenomenological
principle that all objects and events are extensions of our involvement with them, that is to say,
they are ordered and given meaning by us according to the way we interact or potentially interact
with them. They exist as part of a network of possible encounters, with one thing always suggesting
or inviting connection with something else. ‘Everything points to another thing.” To apprehend an
artwork is therefore to bring our faculties into relation with the ideas and judgements which
shaped the work. The ‘what is said’, the ‘what could have been said’, the ‘what they wanted to say’,
and the ‘what was impossible to say’ of both the artist’s frame of reference and our own interact
to generate new chains of interpretation. Thus, the experience of art, Gadamer avers, becomes the
experience of experience, as the distance between ourselves and the artist — necessary for conver-
sation — makes us aware of the temporal, contingent nature of the terms through which we
perceive the world.

Gianni Vattimo

Gianni Vattimo (b. 1936) is Italy’s most prominent phenomenological thinker and commentator
on the postmodern. A former student of Gadamer’s, he translated Truth and Method into
Italian and, through his critical appraisals of Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Gadamer, he shows how
debates within phenomenology and hermeneutics can be applied to questions of postmodernity.
Vattimo’s essay, ‘The Death or Decline of Art’, offers a hermeneutics of the concept of ‘end’.
The end in question, as the title indicates, is Hegel’s ‘death of art’ thesis and, therefore,
embraces the end of modernity, where ‘modernity’ is understood as the ultimate and final
dominion of the universal concept over individual phenomena. The essay takes us back to
Heidegger’s ‘Origin of the Work of Art’, and shows how Heidegger’s ontological treatment of
the artwork, in terms of the world-disclosing properties of earth, has implications for the way
we classify postmodern art.

Hegel’s ‘death of art’ thesis, Vattimo claims, has to be considered in the light of Heidegger’s
reworking of metaphysics. Art, in Hegel’s dialectical account of consciousness, is essentially
the practice of making thought visible but, as consciousness becomes increasingly aware that
the material is the mental, so the argument goes, art surrenders its material being and
becomes conceptual, becomes philosophy. Although art, as we find it, Vattimo admits, has not
turned into thought, it is nevertheless true to say that art is no longer an isolatable event; it is now,
instead, one practice among many in the mass media. It has either allowed itself to be taken over
by technological means of production — in the process becoming kitsch or, with Marcuse, a
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boundary-transcending source of emancipation — or, with Adorno, refused to engage with mass
culture completely.

However, the death of art, Vattimo claims, ‘cannot be understood as a “'notion’” which could be
said to correspond . .. to a certain state of things’ but is instead ‘an event that constitutes the
historical and ontological constellation in which we move’. This is because Heidegger’s metaphys-
ics is a departure from the metaphysics underlying Hegel’s dialectic and, therefore, a departure
from the terms in which the ‘death of art’ is set. What Heidegger offers is not so much an
‘overcoming’ (Uberwindung) as a ‘healing’ (Verwindung) of traditional metaphysics. As
Heidegger argues in Being and Time and in ‘Origin’ in relation to art, the absolute, binary ontology
of traditional metaphysics, including Hegel’s, where something either js or /s not, presupposes a
more fundamental ontology in which objects are first allowed to come into being, to be disclosed.
The way in which ontological conditions of possibility allow experience to open up in front of us,
Heidegger argues, is comparable to the way in which a work of art brings a world before us. Things
emerge and subside almost with a breathing action, rather than simply switching from ‘on’ to ‘off’,
on account of the fact that experience is actively determined by propensities within the subject’s
cognitive and aesthetic faculties.

Heidegger’s aesthetics of disclosure, Vattimo declares, changes completely our understanding of
the applicability of concepts and the inscription of where one thing or category ends and another
begins. Consonant with Bachelard’s notion of the concept as ‘doorway’, Vattimo proposes that the
concept does not circumscribe and isolate its referent but, instead, makes it prominent, draws it
out, while allowing it to remain a part of a wider fabric of conceptual possibility. The move, he
suggests, is away from the ‘somewhat grandiose conceptual language’ which suited romantic
notions of genius and transcendence and towards the acknowledgement of a relational, rising and
falling topography of thought. On this account, death or an end is not a moment but a network of
transitions in which alternative outcomes are recognized to be potential. Part of the work of art,
through the world-disclosing properties of earth, is to make us aware that what we initially
conceptualize as a negative or antithetical development in fact belongs to a wider complex of
association and so any immediate assertion of an end might be premature. We should rather speak
of the ‘decline’ of art, Vattimo suggests, since, in an era of mechanical reproduction and mass
culture, ‘assumed to signal the death of art’, the possibility of new life nevertheless remains.
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THE ORIGIN OF THE WORK OF
ART

Martin Heidegger

Origin here means that from and by which something is what it is and as it is. What
something is, as it is, we call its essence or nature. The origin of something is the source
of its nature. The question concerning the origin of the work of art asks about the
source of its nature. On the usual view, the work arises out of and by means of
the activity of the artist. But by what and whence is the artist what he is? By the work;
for to say that the work does credit to the master means that it is the work that first
lets the artist emerge as a master of his art. The artist is the origin of the work. The work
is the origin of the artist. Neither is without the other. Nevertheless, neither is the sole
support of the other. In themselves and in their interrelations artist and work are
each of them by virtue of a third thing which is prior to both, namely that which
also gives artist and work of art their names — art.

As necessarily as the artist is the origin of the work in a different way than the work
is the origin of the artist, so it is equally certain that, in a still different way, art is the
origin of both artist and work. But can art be an origin at all? Where and how does art
occur? Art — this is nothing more than a word to which nothing real any longer corres-
ponds. It may pass for a collective idea under which we find a place for that which
alone is real in art: works and artists. Even if the word art were taken to signify more
than a collective notion, what is meant by the word could exist only on the basis of the
actuality of works and artists. Or is the converse the case? Do works and artists exist
only because art exists as their origin?

Whatever the decision may be, the question of the origin of the work of art becomes
a question about the nature of art. Since the question whether and how art in general
exists must still remain open, we shall attempt to discover the nature of art in the place
where art undoubtedly prevails in a real way. Art is present in the art work. But what
and how is a work of art?

What art is should be inferable from the work. What the work of art is we can come
to know only from the nature of art. Anyone can easily see that we are moving in a
circle. Ordinary understanding demands that this circle be avoided because it violates
logic. What art is can be gathered from a comparative examination of actual art works.
But how are we to be certain that we are indeed basing such an examination on art
works if we do not know beforehand what art is? And the nature of art can no more be
arrived at by a derivation from higher concepts than by a collection of characteristics
of actual art works. For such a derivation, too, already has in view the characteristics
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that must suffice to establish that what we take in advance to be an art work is one in
fact. But selecting works from among given objects, and deriving concepts from prin-
ciples, are equally impossible here, and where these procedures are practiced they are a
self-deception.

Thus we are compelled to follow the circle. This is neither a makeshift nor a defect.
To enter upon this path is the strength of thought, to continue on it is the feast of
thought, assuming that thinking is a craft. Not only is the main step from work to art a
circle like the step from art to work, but every separate step that we attempt circles in
this circle.

In order to discover the nature of the art that really prevails in the work, let us go to
the actual work and ask the work what and how it is.

Works of art are familiar to everyone. Architectural and sculptural works can be
seen installed in public places, in churches, and in dwellings. Art works of the most
diverse periods and peoples are housed in collections and exhibitions. If we consider
the works in their untouched actuality and do not deceive ourselves, the result is that
the works are as naturally present as are things. The picture hangs on the wall like a
rifle or a hat. A painting, e.g., the one by Van Gogh that represents a pair of peasant
shoes, travels from one exhibition to another. Works of art are shipped like coal from
the Ruhr and logs from the Black Forest. During the First World War Holderlin’s
hymns were packed in the soldier’s knapsack together with cleaning gear. Beethoven’s
quartets lie in the storerooms of the publishing house like potatoes in a cellar.

All works have this thingly character. What would they be without it? But perhaps
this rather crude and external view of the work is objectionable to us. Shippers or
charwomen in museums may operate with such conceptions of the work of art. We,
however, have to take works as they are encountered by those who experience and
enjoy them. But even the much-vaunted aesthetic experience cannot get around the
thingly aspect of the art work. There is something stony in a work of architecture,
wooden in a carving, colored in a painting, spoken in a linguistic work, sonorous in a
musical composition. The thingly element is so irremovably present in the art work that
we are compelled rather to say conversely that the architectural work is in stone, the
carving is in wood, the painting in color, the linguistic work in speech, the musical
composition in sound. ‘Obviously,” it will be replied. No doubt. But what is this
self-evident thingly element in the work of art?

Presumably it becomes superfluous and confusing to inquire into this feature, since
the art work is something else over and above the thingly element. This something else
in the work constitutes its artistic nature. The art work is, to be sure, a thing that is
made, but it says something other than the mere thing itself is, allo agoreuei. The work
makes public something other than itself; it manifests something other; it is an allegory.
In the work of art something other is brought together with the thing that is made. To
bring together is, in Greek, sumballein. The work is a symbol.

Allegory and symbol provide the conceptual frame within whose channel of vision
the art work has for a long time been characterized. But this one element in a work that
manifests another, this one element that joins with another, is the thingly feature in the
art work. It seems almost as though the thingly element in the art work is like the
substructure into and upon which the other, authentic element is built. And is it not
this thingly feature in the work that the artist really makes by his handicraft?

Our aim is to arrive at the immediate and full reality of the work of art, for only in
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this way shall we discover real art also within it. Hence we must first bring to view the
thingly element of the work. To this end it is necessary that we should know with
sufficient clarity what a thing is. Only then can we say whether the art work is a thing,
but a thing to which something else adheres; only then can we decide whether the work
is at bottom something else and not a thing at all.

Thing and work

What in truth is the thing, so far as it is a thing? When we inquire in this way, our aim is
to come to know the thing-being (thingness) of the thing. The point is to discover the
thingly character of the thing. To this end we have to be acquainted with the sphere to
which all those entities belong which we have long called by the name of thing.

The stone in the road is a thing, as is the clod in the field. A jug is a thing, as is the
well beside the road. But what about the milk in the jug and the water in the well?
These too are things if the cloud in the sky and the thistle in the field, the leaf in the
autumn breeze and the hawk over the wood, are rightly called by the name of thing.
All these must indeed be called things, if the name is applied even to that which does
not, like those just enumerated, show itself, i.e., that which does not appear. According
to Kant, the whole of the world, for example, and even God himself, is a thing of this
sort, a thing that does not itself appear, namely, a ‘thing-in-itself.” In the language of
philosophy both things-in-themselves and things that appear, all beings that in any way
are, are called things.

Airplanes and radio sets are nowadays among the things closest to us, but when we
have ultimate things in mind we think of something altogether different. Death and
judgment — these are ultimate things. On the whole the word ‘thing’ here designates
whatever is not simply nothing. In this sense the work of art is also a thing, so far as it
is not simply nothing. Yet this concept is of no use to us, at least immediately, in our
attempt to delimit entities that have the mode of being of a thing, as against those
having the mode of being of a work. And besides, we hesitate to call God a thing. In
the same way we hesitate to consider the peasant in the field, the stoker at the boiler,
the teacher in the school as things. A man is not a thing. It is true that we speak of a
young girl who is faced with a task too difficult for her as being a young thing, still too
young for it, but only because we feel that being human is in a certain way missing here
and think that instead we have to do here with the factor that constitutes the thingly
character of things. We hesitate even to call the deer in the forest clearing, the beetle in
the grass, the blade of grass a thing. We would sooner think of a hammer as a thing, or
a shoe, or an ax, or a clock. But even these are not mere things. Only a stone, a clod of
earth, a piece of wood are for us such mere things. Lifeless beings of nature and objects
of use. Natural things and utensils are the things commonly so called.

We thus see ourselves brought back from the widest domain, within which every-
thing is a thing (thing =res =ens = an entity), including even the highest and last
things, to the narrow precinct of mere things. ‘Mere’ here means, first, the pure thing,
which is simply a thing and nothing more; but then, at the same time, it means that
which is only a thing, in an almost pejorative sense. It is mere things, excluding even
use-objects, that count as things in the strict sense. What does the thingly character of
these things, then, consist in? It is in reference to these that the thingness of things must
be determinable. This determination enables us to characterize what it is that is thingly
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as such. Thus prepared, we are able to characterize the almost palpable reality of
works, in which something else inheres.

* * *

That which gives things their constancy and pith but is also at the same time the source
of their particular mode of sensuous pressure — colored, resonant, hard, massive — is
the matter in things. In this analysis of the thing as matter (hule), form (morphe) is
already coposited. What is constant in a thing, its consistency, lies in the fact that
matter stands together with a form. The thing is formed matter. This interpretation
appeals to the immediate view with which the thing solicits us by its looks (eidos). In
this synthesis of matter and form a thing-concept has finally been found which applies
equally to things of nature and to use-objects.

This concept puts us in a position to answer the question concerning the thingly
element in the work of art. The thingly element is manifestly the matter of which it
consists. Matter is the substrate and field for the artist’s formative action. But we could
have advanced this obvious and well-known definition of the thingly element at the
very outset. Why do we make a detour through other current thing-concepts? Because
we also mistrust this concept of the thing, which represents it as formed matter.

But is not precisely this pair of concepts, matter—form, usually employed in the
domain in which we are supposed to be moving? To be sure. The distinction of matter
and form is the conceptual schema which is used, in the greatest variety of ways, quite
generally for all art theory and aesthetics. This incontestable fact, however, proves nei-
ther that the distinction of matter and form is adequately founded, nor that it belongs
originally to the domain of art and the art work. Moreover, the range of application of
this pair of concepts has long extended far beyond the field of aesthetics. Form and
content are the most hackneyed concepts under which anything and everything may be
subsumed. And if form is correlated with the rational and matter with the irrational; if
the rational is taken to be the logical and the irrational the alogical; if in addition the
subject—object relation is coupled with the conceptual pair form—matter; then represen-
tation has at its command a conceptual machinery that nothing is capable of
withstanding.

If, however, it is thus with the distinction between matter and form, how then shall
we make use of it to lay hold of the particular domain of mere things by contrast with
all other entities? But perhaps this characterization in terms of matter and form would
recover its defining power if only we reversed the process of expanding and emptying
these concepts. Certainly, but this presupposes that we know in what sphere of beings
they realize their true defining power. That this is the domain of mere things is so far
only an assumption. Reference to the copious use made of this conceptual framework
in aesthetics might sooner lead to the idea that matter and form are specifications
stemming from the nature of the art work and were in the first place transferred from it
back to the thing. Where does the matter—form structure have its origin — in the thingly
character of the thing or in the workly character of the art work?

The self-contained block of granite is something material in a definite if unshapely
form. Form means here the distribution and arrangement of the material parts in
spatial locations, resulting in a particular shape, namely that of a block. But a jug, an
ax, a shoe are also matter occurring in a form. Form as shape is not the consequence
here of a prior distribution of the matter. The form, on the contrary, determines the
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arrangement of the matter. Even more, it prescribes in each case the kind and selection
of the matter — impermeable for a jug, sufficiently hard for an ax, firm yet flexible for
shoes. The interfusion of form and matter prevailing here is, moreover, controlled
beforehand by the purposes served by jug, ax, shoes. Such usefulness is never assigned
or added on afterward to a being of the type of a jug, ax, or pair of shoes. But neither
is it something that floats somewhere above it as an end.

Usefulness is the basic feature from which this entity regards us, that is, flashes at us
and thereby is present and thus is this entity. Both the formative act and the choice of
material — a choice given with the act — and therewith the dominance of the conjunc-
tion of matter and form are all grounded in such usefulness. A being that falls under
usefulness is always the product of a process of making. It is made as a piece of
equipment for something. As determinations of beings, accordingly, matter and form
have their proper place in the essential nature of equipment. This name designates
what is produced expressly for employment and use. Matter and form are in no case
original determinations of the thingness of the mere thing.

A piece of equipment, a pair of shoes for instance, when finished, is also self-
contained like the mere thing, but it does not have the character of having taken shape
by itself like the granite boulder. On the other hand, equipment displays an affinity
with the art work insofar as it is something produced by the human hand. However, by
its self-sufficient presence the work of art is similar rather to the mere thing which has
taken shape by itself and is self-contained. Nevertheless we do not count such works
among mere things. As a rule it is the use-objects around us that are the nearest and
authentic things. Thus the piece of equipment is half thing, because characterized by
thingliness, and yet it is something more; at the same time it is half art work and
yet something less, because lacking the self-sufficiency of the art work. Equipment
has a peculiar position intermediate between thing and work, assuming that such a
calculated ordering of them is permissible.

The matter—form structure, however, by which the being of a piece of equipment is
first determined, readily presents itself as the immediately intelligible constitution of
every entity, because here man himself as maker participates in the way in which the
piece of equipment comes into being. Because equipment takes an intermediate place
between mere thing and work, the suggestion is that nonequipmental beings — things
and works and ultimately everything that is — are to be comprehended with the help of
the being of equipment (the matter—form structure).

The inclination to treat the matter—form structure as /e constitution of every entity
receives a yet additional impulse from the fact that on the basis of a religious faith,
namely, the biblical faith, the totality of all beings is represented in advance as some-
thing created, which here means made. The philosophy of this faith can of course
assure us that all of God’s creative work is to be thought of as different from the action
of a craftsman. Nevertheless, if at the same time or even beforehand, in accordance
with a presumed predetermination of Thomistic philosophy for interpreting the Bible,
the ens creatum is conceived as a unity of materia and forma, then faith is expounded
by way of a philosophy whose truth lies in an unconcealedness of beings which differs
in kind from the world believed in by faith.

The idea of creation, grounded in faith, can lose its guiding power of knowledge of
beings as a whole. But the theological interpretation of all beings, the view of the world
in terms of matter and form borrowed from an alien philosophy, having once been
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instituted, can still remain a force. This happens in the transition from the Middle Ages
to modern times. The metaphysics of the modern period rests on the form-matter
structure devised in the medieval period, which itself merely recalls in its words the
buried natures of eidos and hule. Thus the interpretation of ‘thing’ by means of matter
and form, whether it remains medieval or becomes Kantian-transcendental, has
become current and self-evident. But for that reason, no less than the other inter-
pretations mentioned of the thingness of the thing, it is an encroachment upon the
thing-being of the thing.

The situation stands revealed as soon as we speak of things in the strict sense as
mere things. The ‘mere,’” after all, means the removal of the character of usefulness and
of being made. The mere thing is a sort of equipment, albeit equipment denuded of its
equipmental being. Thing-being consists in what is then left over. But this remnant is
not actually defined in its ontological character. It remains doubtful whether the
thingly character comes to view at all in the process of stripping off everything equip-
mental. Thus the third mode of interpretation of the thing, that which follows the lead
of the matter—form structure, also turns out to be an assault upon the thing.

These three modes of defining thingness conceive of the thing as a bearer of traits,
as the unity of a manifold of sensations, as formed matter. In the course of the history
of truth about beings, the interpretations mentioned have also entered into combin-
ations, a matter we may now pass over. In such combination they have further
strengthened their innate tendency to expand so as to apply in similar way to thing, to
equipment, and to work. Thus they give rise to a mode of thought by which we think
not only about thing, equipment, and work but about all beings in general. This long-
familiar mode of thought preconceives all immediate experience of beings. The pre-
conception shackles reflection on the being of any given entity. Thus it comes about
that prevailing thing-concepts obstruct the way toward the thingly character of the
thing as well as toward the equipmental character of equipment, and all the more
toward the workly character of the work.

This fact is the reason why it is necessary to know about these thing-concepts,
in order thereby to take heed of their derivation and their boundless presumption,
but also of their semblance of self-evidence. This knowledge becomes all the more
necessary when we risk the attempt to bring to view and express in words the thingly
character of the thing, the equipmental character of equipment, and the workly
character of the work. To this end, however, only one element is needful: to keep at a
distance all the preconceptions and assaults of the above modes of thought, to leave
the thing to rest in its own self, for instance, in its thing-being. What seems easier than
to let a being be just the being that it is? Or does this turn out to be the most difficult of
tasks, particularly if such an intention — to let a being be as it is — represents the
opposite of the indifference that simply turns its back upon the being itself in favor of
an unexamined concept of being? We ought to turn toward the being, think about it in
regard to its being, but by means of this thinking at the same time let it rest upon itself
in its very own being.

This exertion of thought seems to meet with its greatest resistance in defining the
thingness of the thing; for where else could the cause lie of the failure of the efforts
mentioned? The unpretentious thing evades thought most stubbornly. Or can it be that
this self-refusal of the mere thing, this self-contained independence, belongs precisely
to the nature of the thing? Must not this strange and uncommunicative feature of the
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nature of the thing become intimately familiar to thought that tries to think the thing?
If so, then we should not force our way to its thingly character.

That the thingness of the thing is particularly difficult to express and only seldom
expressible is infallibly documented by the history of its interpretation indicated above.
This history coincides with the destiny in accordance with which Western thought has
hitherto thought the Being of beings. However, not only do we now establish this point;
at the same time we discover a clue in this history. Is it an accident that in the interpret-
ation of the thing the view that takes matter and form as guide attains to special
dominance? This definition of the thing derives from an interpretation of the equip-
mental being of equipment. And equipment, having come into being through human
making, is particularly familiar to human thinking. At the same time, this familiar
being has a peculiar intermediate position between thing and work. We shall follow
this clue and search first for the equipmental character of equipment. Perhaps this
will suggest something to us about the thingly character of the thing and the workly
character of the work. We must only avoid making thing and work prematurely into
subspecies of equipment. We are disregarding the possibility, however, that differences
relating to the history of Being may yet also be present in the way equipment is.

But what path leads to the equipmental quality of equipment? How shall we dis-
cover what a piece of equipment truly is? The procedure necessary at present must
plainly avoid any attempts that again immediately entail the encroachments of the
usual interpretations. We are most easily insured against this if we simply describe
some equipment without any philosophical theory.

We choose as example a common sort of equipment — a pair of peasant shoes. We do
not even need to exhibit actual pieces of this sort of useful article in order to describe
them. Everyone is acquainted with them. But since it is a matter here of direct descrip-
tion, it may be well to facilitate the visual realization of them. For this purpose a
pictorial representation suffices. We shall choose a well-known painting by Van Gogh,
who painted such shoes several times. But what is there to see here? Everyone knows
what shoes consist of. If they are not wooden or bast shoes, there will be leather soles
and uppers, joined together by thread and nails. Such gear serves to clothe the feet.
Depending on the use to which the shoes are to be put, whether for work in the field or
for dancing, matter and form will differ.

Such statements, no doubt correct, only explicate what we already know. The
equipmental quality of equipment consists in its usefulness. But what about this use-
fulness itself? In conceiving it, do we already conceive along with it the equipmental
character of equipment? In order to succeed in doing this, must we not look out for
useful equipment in its use? The peasant woman wears her shoes in the field. Only here
are they what they are. They are all the more genuinely so, the less the peasant woman
thinks about the shoes while she is at work, or looks at them at all, or is even aware of
them. She stands and walks in them. That is how shoes actually serve. It is in this
process of the use of equipment that we must actually encounter the character of
equipment.

As long as we only imagine a pair of shoes in general, or simply look at the empty,
unused shoes as they merely stand there in the picture, we shall never discover what the
equipmental being of the equipment in truth is. From Van Gogh’s painting we cannot
even tell where these shoes stand. There is nothing surrounding this pair of peasant
shoes in or to which they might belong — only an undefined space. There are not even
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clods of soil from the field or the field-path sticking to them, which would at least hint
at their use. A pair of peasant shoes and nothing more. And yet —

From the dark opening of the worn insides of the shoes the toilsome tread of the
worker stares forth. In the stiffly rugged heaviness of the shoes there is the accumulated
tenacity of her slow trudge through the far-spreading and ever-uniform furrows of
the field swept by a raw wind. On the leather lie the dampness and richness of the soil.
Under the soles slides the loneliness of the field-path as evening falls. In the shoes
vibrates the silent call of the earth, its quiet gift of the ripening grain and its
unexplained self-refusal in the fallow desolation of the wintry field. This equipment is
pervaded by uncomplaining anxiety as to the certainty of bread, the wordless joy of
having once more withstood want, the trembling before the impending childbed and
shivering at the surrounding menace of death. This equipment belongs to the earth,
and it is protected in the world of the peasant woman. From out of this protected
belonging the equipment itself rises to its resting-within-itself.

But perhaps it is only in the picture that we notice all this about the shoes. The
peasant woman, on the other hand, simply wears them. If only this simple wearing
were so simple. When she takes off her shoes late in the evening, in deep but healthy
fatigue, and reaches out for them again in the still dim dawn, or passes them by on the
day of rest, she knows all this without noticing or reflecting. The equipmental quality
of the equipment consists indeed in its usefulness. But this usefulness itself rests in the
abundance of an essential being of the equipment. We call it reliability. By virtue of
this reliability the peasant woman is made privy to the silent call of the earth; by virtue
of the reliability of the equipment she is sure of her world. World and earth exist for
her, and for those who are with her in her mode of being, only thus — in the equipment.
We say ‘only’ and therewith fall into error; for the reliability of the equipment first
gives to the simple world its security and assures to the earth the freedom of its steady
thrust.

The equipmental being of equipment, reliability, keeps gathered within itself all
things according to their manner and extent. The usefulness of equipment is neverthe-
less only the essential consequence of reliability. The former vibrates in the latter and
would be nothing without it. A single piece of equipment is worn out and used up; but
at the same time the use itself also falls into disuse, wears away, and becomes usual.
Thus equipmentality wastes away, sinks into mere stuff. In such wasting, reliability
vanishes. This dwindling, however, to which use-things owe their boringly obtrusive
usualness, is only one more testimony to the original nature of equipmental being. The
worn-out usualness of the equipment then obtrudes itself as the sole mode of being,
apparently peculiar to it exclusively. Only blank usefulness now remains visible. It
awakens the impression that the origin of equipment lies in a mere fabricating that
impresses a form upon some matter. Nevertheless, in its genuinely equipmental being,
equipment stems from a more distant source. Matter and form and their distinction
have a deeper origin.

The repose of equipment resting within itself consists in its reliability. Only in this
reliability do we discern what equipment in truth is. But we still know nothing of what
we first sought: the thing’s thingly character. And we know nothing at all of what we
really and solely seek: the workly character of the work in the sense of the work of art.

Or have we already learned something unwittingly, in passing so to speak, about the
work-being of the work?
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The equipmental quality of equipment was discovered. But how? Not by a descrip-
tion and explanation of a pair of shoes actually present; not by a report about the
process of making shoes; and also not by the observation of the actual use of shoes
occurring here and there; but only by bringing ourselves before Van Gogh’s painting.
This painting spoke. In the vicinity of the work we were suddenly somewhere else than
we usually tend to be.

The art work let us know what shoes are in truth. It would be the worst self-
deception to think that our description, as a subjective action, had first depicted every-
thing thus and then projected it into the painting. If anything is questionable here, it is
rather that we experienced too little in the neighborhood of the work and that we
expressed the experience too crudely and too literally. But above all, the work did
not, as it might seem at first, serve merely for a better visualizing of what a piece of
equipment is. Rather, the equipmentality of equipment first genuinely arrives at its
appearance through the work and only in the work.

What happens here? What is at work in the work? Van Gogh’s painting is the dis-
closure of what the equipment, the pair of peasant shoes, is in truth. This entity
emerges into the unconcealedness of its being. The Greeks called the unconcealedness
of beings aletheia. We say ‘truth’ and think little enough in using this word. If there
occurs in the work a disclosure of a particular being, disclosing what and how it is,
then there is here an occurring, a happening of truth at work.

In the work of art the truth of an entity has set itself to work. “To set’ means here: to
bring to a stand. Some particular entity, a pair of peasant shoes, comes in the work to
stand in the light of its being. The being of the being comes into the steadiness of its
shining.

The nature of art would then be this: the truth of beings setting itself to work. But
until now art presumably has had to do with the beautiful and beauty, and not with
truth. The arts that produce such works are called the beautiful or fine arts, in contrast
with the applied or industrial arts that manufacture equipment. In fine art the art itself
is not beautiful, but is called so because it produces the beautiful. Truth, in contrast,
belongs to logic. Beauty, however, is reserved for aesthetics.

But perhaps the proposition that art is truth setting itself to work intends to revive
the fortunately obsolete view that art is an imitation and depiction of reality? The
reproduction of what exists requires, to be sure, agreement with the actual being, adap-
tation to it; the Middle Ages called it adaequatio; Aristotle already spoke of homoiosis.
Agreement with what is has long been taken to be the essence of truth. But then, is it
our opinion that this painting by Van Gogh depicts a pair of actually existing peasant
shoes, and is a work of art because it does so successfully? Is it our opinion that the
painting draws a likeness from something actual and transposes it into a product of
artistic — production? By no means.

The work and truth

A building, a Greek temple, portrays nothing. It simply stands there in the middle of
the rock-cleft valley. The building encloses the figure of the god, and in this conceal-
ment lets it stand out into the holy precinct through the open portico. By means of the
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temple, the god is present in the temple. This presence of the god is in itself the exten-
sion and delimitation of the precinct as a holy precinct. The temple and its precinct,
however, do not fade away into the indefinite. It is the temple-work that first fits
together and at the same time gathers around itself the unity of those paths and rela-
tions in which birth and death, disaster and blessing, victory and disgrace, endurance
and decline acquire the shape of destiny for human being. The all-governing expanse
of this open relational context is the world of this historical people. Only from and in
this expanse does the nation first return to itself for the fulfillment of its vocation.

Standing there, the building rests on the rocky ground. This resting of the work
draws up out of the rock the mystery of that rock’s clumsy yet spontaneous support.
Standing there, the building holds its ground against the storm raging above it and so
first makes the storm itself manifest in its violence. The luster and gleam of the stone,
though itself apparently glowing only by the grace of the sun, yet first brings to light
the light of the day, the breadth of the sky, the darkness of the night. The temple’s firm
towering makes visible the invisible space of air. The steadfastness of the work con-
trasts with the surge of the surf, and its own repose brings out the raging of the sea.
Tree and grass, eagle and bull, snake and cricket first enter into their distinctive shapes
and thus come to appear as what they are. The Greeks early called this emerging and
rising in itself and in all things phusis. It clears and illuminates, also, that on which and
in which man bases his dwelling. We call this ground the earth. What this word says is
not to be associated with the idea of a mass of matter deposited somewhere, or with
the merely astronomical idea of a planet. Earth is that whence the arising brings back
and shelters everything that arises without violation. In the things that arise, earth is
present as the sheltering agent.

The temple-work, standing there, opens up a world and at the same time sets this
world back again on earth, which itself only thus emerges as native ground. But men
and animals, plants and things, are never present and familiar as unchangeable objects,
only to represent incidentally also a fitting environment for the temple, which one fine
day is added to what is already there. We shall get closer to what is, rather, if we think
of all this in reverse order, assuming of course that we have, to begin with, an eye for
how differently everything then faces us. Mere reversing, done for its own sake, reveals
nothing.

The temple, in its standing there, first gives to things their look and to men their
outlook on themselves. This view remains open as long as the work is a work, as long
as the god has not fled from it. It is the same with the sculpture of the god, votive
offering of the victor in the athletic games. It is not a portrait whose purpose is to make
it easier to realize how the god looks; rather, it is a work that lets the god himself be
present and thus is the god himself. The same holds for the linguistic work. In the
tragedy nothing is staged or displayed theatrically, but the battle of the new gods
against the old is being fought. The linguistic work, originating in the speech of the
people, does not refer to this battle; it transforms the people’s saying so that now every
living word fights the battle and puts up for decision what is holy and what unholy,
what great and what small, what brave and what cowardly, what lofty and what flighty,
what master and what slave (cf. Heraclitus, Fragment 53).

In what, then, does the work-being of the work consist? Keeping steadily in view the
points just crudely enough indicated, two essential features of the work may for
the moment be brought out more distinctly. We set out here, from the long familiar
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foreground of the work’s being, the thingly character which gives support to our
customary attitude toward the work.

When a work is brought into a collection or placed in an exhibition we say also that
it is ‘set up.” But this setting up differs essentially from setting up in the sense of
erecting a building, raising a statue, presenting a tragedy at a holy festival. Such setting
up is erecting in the sense of dedication and praise. Here ‘setting up’ no longer means a
bare placing. To dedicate means to consecrate, in the sense that in setting up the work
the holy is opened up as holy and the god is invoked into the openness of his presence.
Praise belongs to dedication as doing honor to the dignity and splendor of the god.
Dignity and splendor are not properties beside and behind which the god, too, stands
as something distinct, but it is rather in the dignity, in the splendor that the god is
present. In the reflected glory of this splendor there glows, i.e., there lightens itself,
what we called the word. To e-rect means: to open the right in the sense of a guiding
measure, a form in which what belongs to the nature of being gives guidance. But why
is the setting up of a work an erecting that consecrates and praises? Because the work,
in its work-being, demands it. How is it that the work comes to demand such a setting
up? Because it itself, in its own work-being, is something that sets up. What does the
work, as work, set up? Towering up within itself, the work opens up a world and keeps
it abidingly in force.

To be a work means to set up a world. But what is it to be a world? The answer was
hinted at when we referred to the temple. On the path we must follow here, the nature
of world can only be indicated. What is more, this indication limits itself to warding
off anything that might at first distort our view of the world’s nature.

The world is not the mere collection of the countable or uncountable, familiar and
unfamiliar things that are just there. But neither is it a merely imagined framework
added by our representation to the sum of such given things. The world worlds, and is
more fully in being than the tangible and perceptible realm in which we believe our-
selves to be at home. World is never an object that stands before us and can be seen.
World is the ever-nonobjective to which we are subject as long as the paths of birth and
death, blessing and curse keep us transported into Being. Wherever those decisions of
our history that relate to our very being are made, are taken up and abandoned by us,
go unrecognized and are rediscovered by new inquiry, there the world worlds. A stone
is worldless. Plant and animal likewise have no world; but they belong to the covert
throng of a surrounding into which they are linked. The peasant woman, on the other
hand, has a world because she dwells in the overtness of beings, of the things that are.
Her equipment, in its reliability, gives to this world a necessity and nearness of its own.
By the opening up of a world, all things gain their lingering and hastening, their
remoteness and nearness, their scope and limits. In a world’s worlding is gathered that
spaciousness out of which the protective grace of the gods is granted or withheld. Even
this doom of the god remaining absent is a way in which world worlds.

A work, by being a work, makes space for that spaciousness. ‘“To make space for’
means here especially to liberate the Open and to establish it in its structure. This
in-stalling occurs through the erecting mentioned earlier. The work as work sets up a
world. The work holds open the Open of the world. But the setting up of a world is
only the first essential feature in the work-being of a work to be referred to here.
Starting again from the foreground of the work, we shall attempt to make clear in the
same way the second essential feature that belongs with the first.
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When a work is created, brought forth out of this or that work-material — stone,
wood, metal, color, language, tone — we say also that it is made, set forth out of it. But
just as the work requires a setting up in the sense of a consecrating-praising erection,
because the work’s work-being consists in the setting up of a world, so a setting forth is
needed because the work-being of the work itself has the character of setting forth.
The work as work, in its presencing, is a setting forth, a making. But what does the
work set forth? We come to know about this only when we explore what comes to the
fore and is customarily spoken of as the making or production of works.

To work-being there belongs the setting up of a world. Thinking of it within this
perspective, what is the nature of that in the work which is usually called the work
material? Because it is determined by usefulness and serviceability, equipment takes
into its service that of which it consists: the matter. In fabricating equipment — e.g., an
ax — stone is used, and used up. It disappears into usefulness. The material is all
the better and more suitable the less it resists perishing in the equipmental being of the
equipment. By contrast the temple-work, in setting up a world, does not cause the
material to disappear, but rather causes it to come forth for the very first time and to
come into the Open of the work’s world. The rock comes to bear and rest and so first
becomes rock; metals come to glitter and shimmer, colors to glow, tones to sing, the
word to speak. All this comes forth as the work sets itself back into the massiveness
and heaviness of stone, into the firmness and pliancy of wood, into the hardness and
luster of metal, into the lighting and darkening of color, into the clang of tone, and
into the naming power of the word.

That into which the work sets itself back and which it causes to come forth in this
setting back of itself we called the earth. Earth is that which comes forth and shelters.
Earth, self-dependent, is effortless and untiring. Upon the earth and in it, historical
man grounds his dwelling in the world. In setting up a world, the work sets forth the
earth. This setting forth must be thought here in the strict sense of the word. The work
moves the earth itself into the Open of a world and keeps it there. The work lets the
earth be an earth.

But why must this setting forth of the earth happen in such a way that the work sets
itself back into it? What is the earth that it attains to the unconcealed in just such a
manner? A stone presses downward and manifests its heaviness. But while this heavi-
ness exerts an opposing pressure upon us it denies us any penetration into it. If we
attempt such a penetration by breaking open the rock, it still does not display in its
fragments anything inward that has been disclosed. The stone has instantly withdrawn
again into the same dull pressure and bulk of its fragments. If we try to lay hold of the
stone’s heaviness in another way, by placing the stone on a balance, we merely bring the
heaviness into the form of a calculated weight. This perhaps very precise determination
of the stone remains a number, but the weight’s burden has escaped us. Color shines
and wants only to shine. When we analyze it in rational terms by measuring its wave-
lengths, it is gone. It shows itself only when it remains undisclosed and unexplained.
Earth thus shatters every attempt to penetrate into it. It causes every merely calculating
importunity upon it to turn into a destruction. This destruction may herald itself
under the appearance of mastery and of progress in the form of the technical-scientific
objectivation of nature, but this mastery nevertheless remains an impotence of will.
The earth appears openly cleared as itself only when it is perceived and preserved as
that which is by nature undisclosable, that which shrinks from every disclosure and
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constantly keeps itself closed up. All things of earth, and the earth itself as a whole,
flow together into a reciprocal accord. But this confluence is not a blurring of their
outlines. Here there flows the stream, restful within itself, of the setting of bounds,
which delimits everything present within its presence. Thus in each of the self-secluding
things there is the same not-knowing-of-one-another. The earth is essentially self-
secluding. To set forth the earth means to bring it into the Open as the self-secluding.

This setting forth of the earth is achieved by the work as it sets itself back into the
earth. The self-seclusion of earth, however, is not a uniform, inflexible staying under
cover, but unfolds itself in an inexhaustible variety of simple modes and shapes. To be
sure, the sculptor uses stone just as the mason uses it, in his own way. But he does not
use it up. That happens in a certain way only where the work miscarries. To be sure, the
painter also uses pigment, but in such a way that color is not used up but rather only
now comes to shine forth. To be sure, the poet also uses the word — not, however, like
ordinary speakers and writers who have to use them up, but rather in such a way that
the word only now becomes and remains truly a word.

Nowhere in the work is there any trace of a work-material. It even remains doubtful
whether, in the essential definition of equipment, what the equipment consists of is
properly described in its equipmental nature as matter.

The setting up of a world and the setting forth of earth are two essential features in
the work-being of the work. They belong together, however, in the unity of work-
being. This is the unity we seek when we ponder the self-subsistence of the work and
try to express in words this closed, unitary repose of self-support.

But in the essential features just mentioned, if our account has any validity at all, we
have indicated in the work rather a happening and in no sense a repose, for what is rest
if not the opposite of motion? It is at any rate not an opposite that excludes motion
from itself, but rather includes it. Only what is in motion can rest. The mode of rest
varies with the kind of motion. In motion as the mere displacement of a body, rest is,
to be sure, only the limiting case of motion. Where rest includes motion, there can exist
a repose which is an inner concentration of motion, hence a highest state of agitation,
assuming that the mode of motion requires such a rest. Now the repose of the work
that rests in itself is of this sort. We shall therefore come nearer to this repose if we can
succeed in grasping the state of movement of the happening in work-being in its full
unity. We ask: What relation do the setting up of a world and the setting forth of the
earth exhibit in the work itself?

The world is the self-disclosing openness of the broad paths of the simple and essen-
tial decisions in the destiny of an historical people. The earth is the spontancous forth-
coming of that which is continually self-secluding and to that extent sheltering and
concealing. World and earth are essentially different from one another and yet are never
separated. The world grounds itself on the earth, and earth juts through world. But the
relation between world and earth does not wither away into the empty unity of oppos-
ites unconcerned with one another. The world, in resting upon the earth, strives to
surmount it. As self-opening it cannot endure anything closed. The earth, however, as
sheltering and concealing, tends always to draw the world into itself and keep it there.

The opposition of world and earth is a striving. But we would surely all too easily
falsify its nature if we were to confound striving with discord and dispute, and thus see
it only as disorder and destruction. In essential striving, rather, the opponents raise
each other into the self-assertion of their natures. Self-assertion of nature, however, is
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never a rigid insistence upon some contingent state, but surrender to the concealed
originality of the source of one’s own being. In the struggle, each opponent carries the
other beyond itself. Thus the striving becomes ever more intense as striving, and more
authentically what it is. The more the struggle overdoes itself on its own part, the more
inflexibly do the opponents let themselves go into the intimacy of simple belonging to
one another. The earth cannot dispense with the Open of the world if it itself is to
appear as earth in the liberated surge of its self-seclusion. The world, again, cannot
soar out of the earth’s sight if, as the governing breadth and path of all essential
destiny, it is to ground itself on a resolute foundation.

In setting up a world and setting forth the earth, the work is an instigating of this
striving. This does not happen so that the work should at the same time settle and put
an end to the conflict in an insipid agreement, but so that the strife may remain a strife.
Setting up a world and setting forth the earth, the work accomplishes this striving. The
work-being of the work consists in the fighting of the battle between world and earth.
It is because the struggle arrives at its high point in the simplicity of intimacy that the
unity of the work comes about in the fighting of the battle. The fighting of the battle is
the continually self-overreaching gathering of the work’s agitation. The repose of the
work that rests in itself thus has its presencing in the intimacy of striving.

From this repose of the work we can now first see what is at work in the work. Until
now it was a merely provisional assertion that in an art work the truth is set to work. In
what way does truth happen in the work-being of the work, i.e., now, how does truth
happen in the fighting of the battle between world and earth? What is truth?

How slight and stunted our knowledge of the nature of truth is, is shown by the
laxity we permit ourselves in using this basic word. By truth is usually meant this or
that particular truth. That means: something true. A cognition articulated in a prop-
osition can be of this sort. However, we call not only a proposition true, but also a
thing, true gold in contrast with sham gold. True here means genuine, real gold. What
does the expression ‘real’ mean here? To us it is what is in truth. The true is what
corresponds to the real, and the real is what is in truth. The circle has closed again.

What does ‘in truth’ mean? Truth is the essence of the true. What do we have in mind
when speaking of essence? Usually it is thought to be those features held in common
by everything that is true. The essence is discovered in the generic and universal con-
cept, which represents the one feature that holds indifferently for many things. This
indifferent essence (essentiality in the sense of essentia) is, however, only the inessential
essence. What does the essential essence of something consist in? Presumably it lies in
what the entity is in truth. The true essential nature of a thing is determined by way of
its true being, by way of the truth of the given being. But we are now seeking not the
truth of essential nature but the essential nature of truth. There thus appears a curious
tangle. Is it only a curiosity or even merely the empty sophistry of a conceptual game,
or is it — an abyss?

Truth means the nature of the true. We think this nature in recollecting the Greek
word aletheia, the unconcealedness of beings. But is this enough to define the nature of
truth? Are we not passing off a mere change of word usage — unconcealedness instead
of truth — as a characterization of fact? Certainly we do not get beyond an interchange
of names as long as we do not come to know what must have happened in order to be
compelled to tell the nature of truth in the word ‘unconcealedness.’

Does this require a revival of Greek philosophy? Not at all. A revival, even if such
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an impossibility were possible, would be of no help to us; for the hidden history of
Greek philosophy consists from its beginning in this, that it does not remain in con-
formity with the nature of truth that flashes out in the word aletheia, and has to
misdirect its knowing and its speaking about the nature of truth more and more into
the discussion of a derivative nature of truth. The nature of truth as aletheia was not
thought out in the thinking of the Greeks nor since then, and least of all in the phil-
osophy that followed after. Unconcealedness is, for thought, the most concealed thing
in Greek existence, although from early times it determines the presence of everything
present.

Yet why should we not be satisfied with the nature of truth that has by now been
familiar to us for centuries? Truth means today and has long meant the agreement or
conformity of knowledge with fact. However, the fact must show itself to be fact if
knowledge and the proposition that forms and expresses knowledge are to be able to
conform to the fact; otherwise the fact cannot become binding on the proposition.
How can fact show itself if it cannot itself stand forth out of concealedness, if it does
not itself stand in the unconcealed? A proposition is true by conforming to the
unconcealed, to what is true. Propositional truth is always, and always exclusively, this
correctness. The critical concepts of truth which, since Descartes, start out from truth
as certainty, are merely variations of the definition of truth as correctness. This nature
of truth which is familiar to us — correctness in representation — stands and falls with
truth as unconcealedness of beings.

If here and elsewhere we conceive of truth as unconcealedness, we are not merely
taking refuge in a more literal translation of a Greek word. We are reminding ourselves
of what, unexperienced and unthought, underlies our familiar and therefore outworn
nature of truth in the sense of correctness. We do, of course, occasionally take the
trouble to concede that naturally, in order to understand and verify the correctness
(truth) of a proposition one really should go back to something that is already evident,
and that this presupposition is indeed unavoidable. As long as we talk and believe in
this way, we always understand truth merely as correctness, which of course still
requires a further presupposition, that we ourselves just happen to make, heaven knows
how or why.

But it is not we who presuppose the unconcealedness of beings; rather, the uncon-
cealedness of beings (Being) puts us into such a condition of being that in our repre-
sentation we always remain installed within and in attendance upon unconcealedness.
Not only must that in conformity with which a cognition orders itself be already in
some way unconcealed. The entire realm in which this ‘conforming to something’ goes
on must already occur as a whole in the unconcealed; and this holds equally of that for
which the conformity of a proposition to fact becomes manifest. With all our correct
representations we would get nowhere, we could not even presuppose that there already
is manifest something to which we can conform ourselves, unless the unconcealedness
of beings had already exposed us to, placed us in that lighted realm in which every
being stands for us and from which it withdraws.

But how does this take place? How does truth happen as this unconcealedness?
First, however, we must say more clearly what this unconcealedness itself is.

Things are, and human beings, gifts, and sacrifices are, animals and plants are,
equipment and works are. That which is, the particular being, stands in Being.
Through Being there passes a veiled destiny that is ordained between the godly and the
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countergodly. There is much in being that man cannot master. There is but little that
comes to be known. What is known remains inexact, what is mastered insecure. What
is, is never of our making or even merely the product of our minds, as it might all too
easily seem. When we contemplate this whole as one, then we apprehend, so it appears,
all that is — though we grasp it crudely enough.

And yet — beyond what is, not away from it but before it, there is still something else
that happens. In the midst of beings as a whole an open place occurs. There is a
clearing, a lighting. Thought of in reference to what is, to beings, this clearing is in a
greater degree than are beings. This open center is therefore not surrounded by what is;
rather, the lighting center itself encircles all that is, like the Nothing which we scarcely
know.

That which is can only be, as a being, if it stands within and stands out within what
is lighted in this clearing. Only this clearing grants and guarantees to us humans a
passage to those beings that we ourselves are not, and access to the being that we
ourselves are. Thanks to this clearing, beings are unconcealed in certain changing
degrees. And yet a being can be concealed, too, only within the sphere of what is
lighted. Each being we encounter and which encounters us keeps to this curious
opposition of presence in that it always withholds itself at the same time in a con-
cealedness. The clearing in which beings stand is in itself at the same time concealment.
Concealment, however, prevails in the midst of beings in a twofold way.

Beings refuse themselves to us down to that one and seemingly least feature which
we touch upon most readily when we can say no more of beings than that they are.
Concealment as refusal is not simply and only the limit of knowledge in any given
circumstance, but the beginning of the clearing of what is lighted. But concealment,
though of another sort, to be sure, at the same time also occurs within what is lighted.
One being places itself in front of another being, the one helps to hide the other, the
former obscures the latter, a few obstruct many, one denies all. Here concealment is not
simple refusal. Rather, a being appears, but it presents itself as other than it is.

This concealment is dissembling. If one being did not simulate another, we could not
make mistakes or act mistakenly in regard to beings; we could not go astray and trans-
gress, and especially could never overreach ourselves. That a being should be able to
deceive as semblance is the condition for our being able to be deceived, not conversely.

Concealment can be a refusal or merely a dissembling. We are never fully certain
whether it is the one or the other. Concealment conceals and dissembles itself. This
means: the open place in the midst of beings, the clearing, is never a rigid stage with a
permanently raised curtain on which the play of beings runs its course. Rather, the
clearing happens only as this double concealment. The unconcealedness of beings —
this is never a merely existent state, but a happening. Unconcealedness (truth) is neither
an attribute of factual things in the sense of beings, nor one of propositions.

We believe we are at home in the immediate circle of beings. That which is, is famil-
iar, reliable, ordinary. Nevertheless, the clearing is pervaded by a constant concealment
in the double form of refusal and dissembling. At bottom, the ordinary is not ordinary;
it is extra-ordinary, uncanny. The nature of truth, that is, of unconcealedness, is dom-
inated throughout by a denial. Yet this denial is not a defect or a fault, as though truth
were an unalloyed unconcealedness that has rid itself of everything concealed. If truth
could accomplish this, it would no longer be itself. This denial, in the form of a double
concealment, belongs to the nature of truth as unconcealedness. Truth, in its nature, is
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un-truth. We put the matter this way in order to serve notice, with a possibly surprising
trenchancy, that denial in the manner of concealment belongs to unconcealedness as
clearing. The proposition, ‘the nature of truth is untruth,’ is not, however, intended to
state that truth is at bottom falsehood. Nor does it mean that truth is never itself but,
viewed dialectically, is always also its opposite.

Truth occurs precisely as itself in that the concealing denial, as refusal, provides its
constant source to all clearing, and yet, as dissembling, it metes out to all clearing the
indefeasible severity of error. Concealing denial is intended to denote that opposition
in the nature of truth which subsists between clearing, or lighting, and concealing. It is
the opposition of the primal conflict. The nature of truth is, in itself, the primal conflict
in which that open center is won within which what is, stands, and from which it sets
itself back into itself.

This Open happens in the midst of beings. It exhibits an essential feature which we
have already mentioned. To the Open there belong a world and the earth. But the
world is not simply the Open that corresponds to clearing, and the earth is not simply
the Closed that corresponds to concealment. Rather, the world is the clearing of the
paths of the essential guiding directions with which all decision complies. Every
decision, however, bases itself on something not mastered, something concealed, con-
fusing; else it would never be a decision. The earth is not simply the Closed but rather
that which rises up as self-closing. World and earth are always intrinsically and essen-
tially in conflict, belligerent by nature. Only as such do they enter into the conflict of
clearing and concealing.

Earth juts through the world and world grounds itself on the earth only so far as
truth happens as the primal conflict between clearing and concealing. But how does
truth happen? We answer: it happens in a few essential ways. One of these ways in
which truth happens is the work-being of the work. Setting up a world and setting
forth the earth, the work is the fighting of the battle in which the unconcealedness of
beings as a whole, or truth, is won.

Truth happens in the temple’s standing where it is. This does not mean that some-
thing is correctly represented and rendered here, but that what is as a whole is brought
into unconcealedness and held therein. To hold (kalten) originally means to tend, keep,
take care (hiiten). Truth happens in Van Gogh’s painting. This does not mean that
something is correctly portrayed, but rather that in the revelation of the equipmental
being of the shoes, that which is as a whole — world and earth in their counterplay —
attains to unconcealedness.

Thus in the work it is truth, not only something true, that is at work. The picture that
shows the peasant shoes, the poem that says the Roman fountain, do not just make
manifest what this isolated being as such is — if indeed they manifest anything at all;
rather, they make unconcealedness as such happen in regard to what is as a whole. The
more simply and authentically the shoes are engrossed in their nature, the more plainly
and purely the fountain is engrossed in its nature — the more directly and engagingly do
all beings attain to a greater degree of being along with them. That is how self-
concealing being is illuminated. Light of this kind joins its shining to and into the
work. This shining, joined in the work, is the beautiful. Beauty is one way in which truth
occurs as unconcealedness.

We now, indeed, grasp the nature of truth more clearly in certain respects. What is at
work in the work may accordingly have become more clear. But the work’s now visible
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work-being still does not tell us anything about the work’s closest and most obtrusive
reality, about the thingly aspect of the work. Indeed it almost seems as though, in
pursuing the exclusive aim of grasping the work’s independence as purely as possible,
we had completely overlooked the one thing, that a work is always a work, which
means that it is something worked out, brought about, effected. If there is anything
that distinguishes the work as work, it is that the work has been created. Since the work
is created, and creation requires a medium out of which and in which it creates, the
thingly element, too, enters into the work. This is incontestable.

* * *

Truth and art

But what looks like the thingly element, in the sense of our usual thing-concepts, in the
work taken as object, is, seen from the perspective of the work, its earthy character.
The earth juts up within the work because the work exists as something in which truth
is at work and because truth occurs only by installing itself within a particular being.
In the earth, however, as essentially self-closing, the openness of the Open finds the
greatest resistance (to the Open) and thereby the site of the Open’s constant stand,
where the figure must be fixed in place.

Was it then superfluous, after all, to enter into the question of the thingly character
of the thing? By no means. To be sure, the work’s work-character cannot be defined in
terms of its thingly character, but as against that the question about the thing’s thingly
character can be brought into the right course by way of a knowledge of the work’s
work-character. This is no small matter, if we recollect that those ancient, traditional
modes of thought attack the thing’s thingly character and make it subject to an
interpretation of what is as a whole, which remains unfit to apprehend the nature of
equipment and of the work, and which makes us equally blind to the original nature
of truth.

To determine the thing’s thingness neither consideration of the bearer of properties
is adequate, nor that of the manifold of sense data in their unity, and least of all that of
the matter—form structure regarded by itself, which is derived from equipment. Antici-
pating a meaningful and weighty interpretation of the thingly character of things, we
must aim at the thing’s belonging to the earth. The nature of the earth, in its free and
unhurried bearing and self-closure, reveals itself, however, only in the earth’s jutting
into a world, in the opposition of the two. This conflict is fixed in place in the figure of
the work and becomes manifest by it. What holds true of equipment — namely that we
come to know its equipmental character specifically only through the work itself — also
holds of the thingly character of the thing. The fact that we never know thingness
directly, and if we know it at all, then only vaguely and thus require the work — this fact
proves indirectly that in the work’s work-being the happening of truth, the opening up
or disclosure of what is, is at work.

* * *

Truth, as the clearing and concealing of what is, happens in being composed, as a poet
composes a poem. A/l art, as the letting happen of the advent of the truth of what
is, is, as such, essentially poetry. The nature of art, on which both the art work and the
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artist depend, is the setting-itself-into-work of truth. It is due to art’s poetic nature
that, in the midst of what is, art breaks open an open place, in whose openness every-
thing is other than usual. By virtue of the projected sketch set into the work of the
unconcealedness of what is, which casts itself toward us, everything ordinary and hith-
erto existing becomes an unbeing. This unbeing has lost the capacity to give and keep
being as measure. The curious fact here is that the work in no way affects hitherto
existing entities by causal connections. The working of the work does not consist in the
taking effect of a cause. It lies in a change, happening from out of the work, of the
unconcealedness of what is, and this means, of Being.

Poetry, however, is not an aimless imagining of whimsicalities and not a flight of
mere notions and fancies into the realm of the unreal. What poetry, as illuminating
projection, unfolds of unconcealedness and projects ahead into the design of the
figure, is the Open which poetry lets happen, and indeed in such a way that only now, in
the midst of beings, the Open brings beings to shine and ring out. If we fix our vision
on the nature of the work and its connection with the happening of the truth of what
is, it becomes questionable whether the nature of poetry, and this means at the same
time the nature of projection, can be adequately thought of in terms of the power of
imagination.

The nature of poetry, which has now been ascertained very broadly — but not on that
account vaguely, may here be kept firmly in mind as something worthy of questioning,
something that still has to be thought through.

If all art is in essence poetry, then the arts of architecture, painting, sculpture, and
music must be traced back to poesy. That is pure arbitrariness. It certainly is, as long as
we mean that those arts are varieties of the art of language, if it is permissible to
characterize poesy by that easily misinterpretable title. But poesy is only one mode of
the lighting projection of truth, i.e., of poetic composition in this wider sense. Never-
theless, the linguistic work, the poem in the narrower sense, has a privileged position in
the domain of the arts.

To see this, only the right concept of language is needed. In the current view, lan-
guage is held to be a kind of communication. It serves for verbal exchange and agree-
ment, and in general for communicating. But language is not only and not primarily an
audible and written expression of what is to be communicated. It not only puts forth in
words and statements what is overtly or covertly intended to be communicated; lan-
guage alone brings what is, as something that is, into the Open for the first time. Where
there is no language, as in the being of stone, plant, and animal, there is also no
openness of what is, and consequently no openness either of that which is not and of
the empty.

Language, by naming beings for the first time, first brings beings to word and to
appearance. Only this naming nominates beings fo their being from out of their being.
Such saying is a projecting of the clearing, in which announcement is made of what it
is that beings come into the Open as. Projecting is the release of a throw by which
unconcealedness submits and infuses itself into what is as such. This projective
announcement forthwith becomes a renunciation of all the dim confusion in which
what is veils and withdraws itself.

Projective saying is poetry: the saying of world and earth, the saying of the arena of
their conflict and thus of the place of all nearness and remoteness of the gods. Poetry
is the saying of the unconcealedness of what is. Actual language at any given moment
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is the happening of this saying, in which a people’s world historically arises for it and
the earth is preserved as that which remains closed. Projective saying is saying which, in
preparing the sayable, simultaneously brings the unsayable as such into a world. In
such saying, the concepts of an historical people’s nature, i.e., of its belonging to world
history, are formed for that folk, before it.

Poetry is thought of here in so broad a sense and at the same time in such intimate
unity of being with language and word, that we must leave open whether art, in all its
modes from architecture to poesy, exhausts the nature of poetry.

Language itself is poetry in the essential sense. But since language is the happening
in which for man beings first disclose themselves to him each time as beings, poesy — or
poetry in the narrower sense — is the most original form of poetry in the essential sense.
Language is not poetry because it is the primal poesy; rather, poesy takes place in
language because language preserves the original nature of poetry. Building and plastic
creation, on the other hand, always happen already, and happen only, in the Open of
saying and naming. It is the Open that pervades and guides them. But for this very
reason they remain their own ways and modes in which truth orders itself into work.
They are an ever special poetizing within the clearing of what is, which has already
happened unnoticed in language.

Art, as the setting-into-work of truth, is poetry. Not only the creation of the work is
poetic, but equally poetic, though in its own way, is the preserving of the work; for a
work is in actual effect as a work only when we remove ourselves from our common-
place routine and move into what is disclosed by the work, so as to bring our own
nature itself to take a stand in the truth of what is.

The nature of art is poetry. The nature of poetry, in turn, is the founding of truth.
We understand founding here in a triple sense: founding as bestowing, founding as
grounding, and founding as beginning. Founding, however, is actual only in preserv-
ing. Thus to each mode of founding there corresponds a mode of preserving. We can
do no more now than to present this structure of the nature of art in a few strokes, and
even this only to the extent that the earlier characterization of the nature of the work
offers an initial hint.

The setting-into-work of truth thrusts up the unfamiliar and extraordinary and at
the same time thrusts down the ordinary and what we believe to be such. The truth that
discloses itself in the work can never be proved or derived from what went before. What
went before is refuted in its exclusive reality by the work. What art founds can therefore
never be compensated and made up for by what is already present and available.
Founding is an overflow, an endowing, a bestowal.

The poetic projection of truth that sets itself into work as figure is also never carried
out in the direction of an indeterminate void. Rather, in the work, truth is thrown
toward the coming preservers, that is, toward an historical group of men. What is thus
cast forth is, however, never an arbitrary demand. Genuinely poetic projection is the
opening up or disclosure of that into which human being as historical is already cast.
This is the earth and, for an historical people, its earth, the self-closing ground on
which it rests together with everything that it already is, though still hidden from itself.
It is, however, its world, which prevails in virtue of the relation of human being to the
unconcealedness of Being. For this reason, everything with which man is endowed
must, in the projection, be drawn up from the closed ground and expressly set upon
this ground. In this way the ground is first grounded as the bearing ground.
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All creation, because it is such a drawing-up, is a drawing, as of water from a spring.
Modern subjectivism, to be sure, immediately misinterprets creation, taking it as the
self-sovereign subject’s performance of genius. The founding of truth is a founding not
only in the sense of free bestowal, but at the same time foundation in the sense of this
ground-laying grounding. Poetic projection comes from Nothing in this respect, that it
never takes its gift from the ordinary and traditional. But it never comes from Nothing
in that what is projected by it is only the withheld vocation of the historical being of
man itself.

Bestowing and grounding have in themselves the unmediated character of what we
call a beginning. Yet this unmediated character of a beginning, the peculiarity of a leap
out of the unmediable, does not exclude but rather includes the fact that the beginning
prepares itself for the longest time and wholly inconspicuously. A genuine beginning,
as a leap, is always a head start, in which everything to come is already leaped over,
even if as something disguised. The beginning already contains the end latent within
itself. A genuine beginning, however, has nothing of the neophyte character of the
primitive. The primitive, because it lacks the bestowing, grounding leap and head start,
is always futureless. It is not capable of releasing anything more from itself because it
contains nothing more than that in which it is caught.

A beginning, on the contrary, always contains the undisclosed abundance of the
unfamiliar and extraordinary, which means that it also contains strife with the familiar
and ordinary. Art as poetry is founding, in the third sense of instigation of the strife of
truth: founding as beginning. Always when that which is as a whole demands, as what
is, itself, a grounding in openness, art attains to its historical nature as foundation. This
foundation happened in the West for the first time in Greece. What was in the future to
be called Being was set into work, setting the standard. The realm of beings thus
opened up was then transformed into a being in the sense of God’s creation. This
happened in the Middle Ages. This kind of being was again transformed at the begin-
ning and in the course of the modern age. Beings became objects that could be con-
trolled and seen through by calculation. At each time a new and essential world arose.
At each time the openness of what is had to be established in beings themselves, by the
fixing in place of truth in figure. At each time there happened unconcealedness of what
is. Unconcealedness sets itself into work, a setting which is accomplished by art.

Whenever art happens — that is, whenever there is a beginning — a thrust enters
history, history either begins or starts over again. History means here not a sequence in
time of events of whatever sort, however important. History is the transporting of a
people into its appointed task as entrance into that people’s endowment.

Art is the setting-into-work of truth. In this proposition an essential ambiguity is
hidden, in which truth is at once the subject and the object of the setting. But subject
and object are unsuitable names here. They keep us from thinking precisely this
ambiguous nature, a task that no longer belongs to this consideration. Art is historical,
and as historical it is the creative preserving of truth in the work. Art happens as
poetry. Poetry is founding in the triple sense of bestowing, grounding, and beginning.
Art, as founding, is essentially historical. This means not only that art has a history in
the external sense that in the course of time it, too, appears along with many other
things, and in the process changes and passes away and offers changing aspects for
historiology. Art is history in the essential sense that it grounds history.

Art lets truth originate. Art, founding preserving, is the spring that leaps to the truth
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of what is, in the work. To originate something by a leap, to bring something into being
from out of the source of its nature in a founding leap — this is what the word origin
(German Ursprung, literally, primal leap) means.

The origin of the work of art — that is, the origin of both the creators and the
preservers, which is to say of a people’s historical existence, is art. This is so because art
is by nature an origin: a distinctive way in which truth comes into being, that is,
becomes historical.

We inquire into the nature of art. Why do we inquire in this way? We inquire in this
way in order to be able to ask more truly whether art is or is not an origin in our
historical existence, whether and under what conditions it can and must be an origin.

Such reflection cannot force art and its coming-to-be. But this reflective knowledge is
the preliminary and therefore indispensable preparation for the becoming of art. Only
such knowledge prepares its space for art, their way for the creators, their location for
the preservers.

In such knowledge, which can only grow slowly, the question is decided whether art
can be an origin and then must be a head start, or whether it is to remain a mere
appendix and then can only be carried along as a routine cultural phenomenon.

Are we in our existence historically at the origin? Do we know, which means do we
give heed to, the nature of the origin? Or, in our relation to art, do we still merely make
appeal to a cultivated acquaintance with the past?

For this either—or and its decision there is an infallible sign. Hoélderlin, the poet —
whose work still confronts the Germans as a test to be stood — named it in saying:

Schwer verlisst
was nahe dem Ursprung wohnet, den Ort.

Reluctantly
that which dwells near its origin departs.
(‘The Journey,’ verses 18-19)
Translated by Albert Hofstadter
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5
WHAT IS WRITING?

Jean-Paul Sartre

No, we do not want to ‘commit’ painting, sculpture, and music ‘too’, or at least not in
the same way.! And why would we want to? When a writer of past centuries expressed
an opinion about his craft, was he immediately asked to apply it to the other arts? But
today it’s the thing to ‘talk painting’ in the jargon of the musician or the literary man
and to ‘talk literature’ in the jargon of the painter, as if at bottom there were only one
art which expressed itself indifferently in one or the other of these languages, like the
Spinozistic substance which is adequately reflected by each of its attributes.

Doubtless, one could find at the origin of every artistic calling a certain undifferenti-
ated choice which circumstances, education, and contact with the world particularized
only later. Besides, there is no doubt that the arts of a period mutually influence each
other and are conditioned by the same social factors. But those who want to expose the
absurdity of a literary theory by showing that it is inapplicable to music must first
prove that the arts are parallel.

Now, there is no such parallelism. Here, as everywhere, it is not only the form which
differentiates, but the matter as well. And it is one thing to work with colour and
sound, and another to express oneself by means of words. Notes, colours, and forms
are not signs. They refer to nothing exterior to themselves. To be sure, it is quite
impossible to reduce them strictly to themselves, and the idea of a pure sound, for
example, is an abstraction. As Merleau-Ponty has pointed out in The Phenomenology
of Perception, there is no quality of sensation so bare that it is not penetrated with
significance. But the dim little meaning which dwells within it, a light joy, a timid
sadness, remains immanent or trembles about it like a heat mist; it is colour or sound.
Who can distinguish the green apple from its tart gaiety? And aren’t we already saying
too much in naming ‘the tart gaiety of the green apple’? There is green, there is red,
and that is all. They are things, they exist by themselves.

It is true that one might, by convention, confer the value of signs upon them. Thus,
we talk of the language of flowers. But, if after the agreement, white roses signify
‘fidelity’ to me, the fact is that I have stopped seeing them as roses. My attention cuts
through them to aim beyond them at this abstract virtue. I forget them. I no longer pay
attention to their mossy abundance, to their sweet stagnant odour. I have not even
perceived them. That means that I have not behaved like an artist. For the artist, the
colour, the bouquet, the tinkling of the spoon on the saucer, are things, in the highest
degree. He stops at the quality of the sound or the form. He returns to it constantly
and is enchanted with it. It is this colour-object that he is going to transfer to his
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canvas, and the only modification he will make it undergo is that he will transform it
into an imaginary object. He is therefore as far as he can be from considering colours
and signs as a language.?

What is valid for the elements of artistic creation is also valid for their combinations.
The painter does not want to draw signs on his canvas, he wants to create a thing.* And
if he puts together red, yellow, and green, there is no reason why this collection of
colours should have a definable significance, that is, should refer particularly to another
object. Doubtless the composition is also inhabited by a soul, and since there must
have been motives, even hidden ones, for the painter to have chosen yellow rather than
violet, it may be asserted that the objects thus created reflect his deepest tendencies.
However, they never express his anger, his anguish, or his joy as do words or the
expression of the face; they are impregnated with these emotions; and in order for
them to have crept into these colours, which by themselves already had something like
a meaning, his emotions get mixed up and grow obscure. Nobody can quite recognize
them there.

Tintoretto did not choose that yellow rift in the sky above Golgotha to signify
anguish or to provoke it. It is anguish and yellow sky at the same time. Not sky of
anguish or anguished sky; it is an anguish become thing, an anguish which has turned
into yellow rift of sky, and which thereby is submerged and impasted by the qualities
peculiar to things, by their impermeability, their extension, their blind permanence,
their externality, and that infinity of relations which they maintain with other things.
That is, it is no longer readable. 1t is like an immense and vain effort, forever arrested
half-way between sky and earth, to express what their nature keeps them from
expressing.

Similarly, the significance of a melody — if one can still speak of significance — is
nothing outside the melody itself, unlike ideas, which can be adequately rendered in
several ways. Call it joyous or sad. It will always be over and above anything you can
say about it. Not because its passions, which are perhaps at the origin of the invented
theme, have, by being incorporated into notes, undergone a transubstantiation and a
transmutation. A cry of grief is a sign of the grief which provokes it, but a song of
grief is both grief itself and something other than grief. Or, if one wishes to adopt the
existentialist vocabulary, it is a grief which does not exist any more, which is. But, you
will say, suppose the painter portrays houses? That’s just it. He makes them, that is, he
creates an imaginary house on the canvas and not a sign of a house. And the house
which thus appears preserves all the ambiguity of real houses.

The writer can guide you and, if he describes a hovel, make it seem the symbol of
social injustice and provoke your indignation. The painter is mute. He presents you
with a hovel, that’s all. You are free to see in it what you like. That attic window will
never be the symbol of misery; for that, it would have to be a sign, whereas it is a thing.
The bad painter looks for the type. He paints the Arab, the Child, the Woman; the
good one knows that neither the Arab nor the proletarian exists either in reality or on
his canvas. He offers a workman, a certain workman. And what are we to think about a
workman? An infinity of contradictory things. All thoughts and all feelings are there,
adhering to the canvas in a state of profound undifferentiation. It is up to you to
choose. Sometimes, high-minded artists try to move us. They paint long lines of
workmen waiting in the snow to be hired, the emaciated faces of the unemployed,
battlefields. They affect us no more than does Greuze with his Prodigal Son. And that
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masterpiece, The Massacre of Guernica, does anyone think that it won over a single
heart to the Spanish cause? And yet something is said that can never quite be heard
and that would take an infinity of words to express. And Picasso’s long harlequins,
ambiguous and eternal, haunted with inexplicable meaning, inseparable from their
stooping leanness and their pale diamond-shaped tights, are emotion become flesh,
emotion which the flesh has absorbed as the blotter absorbs ink, and emotion which is
unrecognizable, lost, strange to itself, scattered to the four corners of space and yet
present to itself.

I have no doubt that charity or anger can produce other objects, but they will like-
wise be swallowed up; they will lose their name; there will remain only things haunted
by a mysterious soul. One does not paint meanings; one does not put them to music.
Under these conditions, who would dare require that the painter or musician commit
himself?

On the other hand, the writer deals with meanings. Still, a distinction must be made.
The empire of signs is prose; poetry is on the side of painting, sculpture, and music. I
am accused of detesting it; the proof, so they say, is that Les Temps Modernes* pub-
lishes very few poems. On the contrary, this is proof that we like it. To be convinced, all
one need do is take a look at contemporary production. ‘At least,” critics say triumph-
antly, ‘you can’t even dream of committing it.” Indeed. But why should I want to?
Because it uses words as does prose? But it does not use them in the same way, and it
does not even use them at all. I should rather say that it serves them. Poets are men who
refuse to utilize language. Now, since the quest for truth takes place in and by language
conceived as a certain kind of instrument, it is unnecessary to imagine that they aim to
discern or expound the true. Nor do they dream of naming the world, and, this being
the case, they name nothing at all, for naming implies a perpetual sacrifice of the name
to the object named, or, as Hegel would say, the name is revealed as the inessential in
the face of the thing which is essential. They do not speak, neither do they keep silent;
it is something different. It has been said that they wanted to destroy the ‘word’ by
monstrous couplings, but this is false. For then they would have to be thrown into the
midst of utilitarian language and would have had to try to retrieve words from it in
odd little groups, as for example ‘horse’ and ‘butter’ by writing ‘horses of butter’.’

Besides the fact that such an enterprise would require infinite time, it is not conceiv-
able that one can keep oneself on the plane of the utilitarian project, consider words as
instruments, and at the same time contemplate taking their instrumentality away from
them. In fact, the poet has withdrawn from language-instrument in a single movement.
Once and for all he has chosen the poetic attitude which considers words as things and
not as signs. For the ambiguity of the sign implies that one can penetrate it at will like a
pane of glass and pursue the thing signified, or turn one’s gaze towards its reality and
consider it as an object. The man who talks is beyond words and near the object,
whereas the poet is on this side of them. For the former, they are domesticated; for the
latter they are in the wild state. For the former, they are useful conventions, tools which
gradually wear out and which one throws away when they are no longer serviceable;
for the latter, they are natural things which sprout naturally upon the earth like grass
and trees.

But if he dwells upon words, as does the painter with colours and the musician with
sounds, that does not mean that they have lost all meaning in his eyes. Indeed, it is
meaning alone which can give words their verbal unity. Without it they are frittered
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away into sounds and strokes of the pen. Only, it too becomes natural. It is no longer
the goal which is always out of reach and which human transcendence is always aiming
at, but a property of each term, analogous to the expression of a face, to the little sad
or gay meaning of sounds and colours. Having flowed into the word, having been
absorbed by its sonority or visual aspect, having been thickened and defaced, it too is a
thing, uncreated and eternal.

For the poet, language is a structure of the external world. The speaker is in a
situation in language; he is invested with words. They are prolongations of his mean-
ings, his pincers, his antennae, his spectacles. He manceuvres them from within; he feels
them as if they were his body; he is surrounded by a verbal body which he is hardly
aware of and which extends his action upon the world. The poet is outside language.
He sees words inside out as if he did not share the human condition, and as if he were
first meeting the word as a barrier as he comes towards men. Instead of first knowing
things by their name, it seems that first he has a silent contact with them, since, turning
towards that other species of thing which for him is the word, touching them, testing
them, fingering them, he discovers in them a slight luminosity of their own and
particular affinities with the earth, the sky, the water, and all created things.

Not knowing how to use them as a sign of an aspect of the world, he sees in the
word the image of one of these aspects. And the verbal image he chooses for its resem-
blance to the willow tree or the ash tree is not necessarily the word which we use to
designate these objects. As he is already on the outside, he considers words as a trap to
catch a fleeing reality rather than as indicators which throw him out of himself into the
midst of things. In short, all language is for him the mirror of the world. As a result,
important changes take place in the internal economy of the word. Its sonority, its
length, its masculine or feminine endings, its visual aspect, compose for him a face of
flesh which represents rather than expresses meaning. Inversely, as the meaning is
realized, the physical aspect of the word is reflected within it, and it, in its turn, func-
tions as an image of the verbal body. Like its sign, too, for it has lost its pre-eminence;
since words, like things, are given, the poet does not decide whether the former exist for
the latter or vice versa.

Thus, between the word and the thing signified, there is established a double
reciprocal relation of magical resemblance and meaning. And the poet does not utilize
the word, he does not choose between different senses given to it; each of them, instead
of appearing to him as an autonomous function, is given to him as a material quality
which merges before his eyes with the other accepted meanings.

Thus, in each word he realizes, solely by the effect of the poetic attitude, the meta-
phors which Picasso dreamed of when he wanted to do a matchbox which was com-
pletely a bat without ceasing to be a matchbox. Florence is city, flower, and woman. It
is city-flower, city-woman, and girl-flower all at the same time. And the strange object
which thus appears has the liquidity of the river, the soft, tawny ardency of gold, and
finally gives itself up with propriety and, by the continuous diminution of the silent e,
prolongs indefinitely its modest blossoming.® To that is added the insidious effect of
biography. For me, Florence is also a certain woman, an American actress who played
in the silent films of my childhood, and about whom I have forgotten everything except
that she was as long as a long evening glove and always a bit weary and always chaste
and always married and misunderstood and whom I loved and whose name was
Florence.
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For the word, which tears the writer of prose away from himself and throws him out
into the world, sends back to the poet his own image, like a mirror. This is what justifies
the double undertaking of Leiris who, on the one hand, in his Glossary, tries to give
certain words a poetic definition, that is, one which is by itself a synthesis of reciprocal
implications between the sonorous body and the verbal soul, and, on the other hand, in
a still unpublished work, goes in quest of remembrance of things past, taking as guides
a few words which for him are particularly charged with feeling. Thus, the poetic word
is a microcosm.

The crisis of language which broke out at the beginning of this century is a poetic
crisis. Whatever the social and historical factors, it showed itself in an attack of
depersonalization when the writer was confronted by words. He no longer knew how
to use them, and, in Bergson’s famous formula, he only half recognized them. He
approached them with a completely fruitful feeling of strangeness. They were no
longer his; they were no longer he; but in those strange mirrors, the sky, the earth, and
his own life were reflected. And, finally, they became things themselves, or rather the
black heart of things. And when the poet joins several of these microcosms together
the case is like that of painters when they assemble their colours on the canvas. One
might think that he is composing a sentence, but this is only what it appears to be. He is
creating an object. The words-things are grouped by magical associations of fitness
and incongruity, like colours and sounds. They attract, repel, and ‘burn’ one another,
and their association composes the veritable poetic unity which is the phrase-object.

More often the poet first has the scheme of the sentence in his mind, and the words
follow. But this scheme has nothing in common with what one ordinarily calls a verbal
scheme. It does not govern the construction of a meaning. Rather, it is comparable to
the creative project by which Picasso, even before touching his brush, prefigures in
space the thing which will become a buffoon or a harlequin.

Fuir, la-bas fuir, je sens que des oiseaux sont ivres
Mais 6 mon ceeur entends le chant des matelots.

This ‘but’ which rises like a monolith at the threshold of the sentence does not tie the
second line to the preceding one. It colours it with a certain reserved nuance, with
‘private associations’ which penetrate it completely. In the same way, certain poems
begin with ‘and’. This conjunction no longer indicates to the mind an operation which
is to be carried out; it extends throughout the paragraph to give it the absolute quality
of a sequel. For the poet, the sentence has a tonality, a taste; by means of it he tastes
for their own sake the irritating flavours of objection, of reserve, of disjunction. He
carries them to the absolute. He makes them real properties of the sentence, which
becomes an utter objection without being an objection zo anything precise. He finds
here those relations of reciprocal implication which we pointed out a short time ago
between the poetic word and its meaning; the unit made up of the words chosen
functions as an image of the interrogative or restrictive nuance, and vice versa, the
interrogation is an image of the verbal unit which it delimits.

As in the following admirable lines:

O saisons! O chateaux!
Quelle ame est sans défaut?
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Nobody is questioned; nobody is questioning; the poet is absent. And the question
involves no answer, or rather it is its own answer. Is it therefore a false question? But it
would be absurd to believe that Rimbaud ‘meant’ that everybody has his faults. As
Breton said of Saint-Pol Roux, ‘If he had meant it, he would have said it.” Nor did he
mean to say something else. He asked an absolute question. He conferred upon the
beautiful word ‘4me’ an interrogative existence. The interrogation has become a thing
as the anguish of Tintoretto became a yellow sky. It is no longer a meaning, but a
substance. It is seen from the outside, and Rimbaud invites us to see it from the outside
with him. Its strangeness arises from the fact that, in order to consider it, we place
ourselves on the other side of the human condition, on the side of God.

If this is the case, one easily understands how foolish it would be to require a poetic
commitment. Doubtless, emotion, even passion — and why not anger, social indigna-
tion, and political hatred? — are at the origin of the poem. But they are not expressed
there, as in a pamphlet or in a confession. In so far as the writer of prose exhibits
feelings, he illustrates them; whereas, if the poet injects his feelings into his poem, he
ceases to recognize them; the words take hold of them, penetrate them, and meta-
morphose them; they do not signify them, even in his eyes. Emotion has become thing;
it now has the opacity of things; it is compounded by the ambiguous properties of the
words in which it has been enclosed. And above all, there is always much more in each
phrase, in each verse, as there is more than simple anguish in the yellow sky over
Golgotha. The word, the phrase-thing, inexhaustible as things, everywhere overflows
the feeling which has produced them. How can one hope to provoke the indignation or
the political enthusiasm of the reader when the very thing one does is to withdraw him
from the human condition and invite him to consider with the eyes of God a language
that has been turned inside out? Someone may say, ‘You’re forgetting the poets of the
Resistance. You're forgetting Pierre Emmanuel.” Not a bit! They’re the very ones I was
going to give as examples.’

But even if the poet is forbidden to commit himself, is that a reason for exempting
the writer of prose? What do they have in common? It is true that the prose-writer and
the poet both write. But there is nothing in common between these two acts of writing
except the movement of the hand which traces the letters. Otherwise, their universes
are incommunicable, and what is good for one is not good for the other. Prose is, in
essence, utilitarian. I would readily define the prose-writer as a man who makes use of
words. M. Jourdan made prose to ask for his slippers, and Hitler to declare war on
Poland. The writer is a speaker; he designates, demonstrates, orders, refuses, interpol-
ates, begs, insults, persuades, insinuates. If he does so without any effect, he does not
therefore become a poet; he is a writer who is talking and saying nothing. We have seen
enough of language inside out; it is now time to look at it right side out.®

The art of prose is employed in discourse; its substance is by nature significative; that
is, the words are first of all not objects but designations for objects; it is not first of all a
matter of knowing whether they please or displease in themselves, but whether they
correctly indicate a certain thing or a certain notion. Thus, it often happens that we
find ourselves possessing a certain idea that someone has taught us by means of words
without being able to recall a single one of the words which have transmitted it to us.

Prose is first of all an attitude of mind. As Valéry would say, there is prose when the
word passes across our gaze as the glass across the sun. When one is in danger or in
difficulty one grabs any instrument. When the danger is past, one does not even
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remember whether it was a hammer or a stick; moreover, one never knew; all one
needed was a prolongation of one’s body, a means of extending one’s hand to the
highest branch. It was a sixth finger, a third leg, in short, a pure function which one
assimilated. Thus, regarding language, it is our shell and our antennae; it protects us
against others and informs us about them; it is a prolongation of our senses, a third
eye which is going to look into our neighbour’s heart. We are within language as
within our body. We feel it spontaneously while going beyond it towards other ends, as
we feel our hands and our feet; we perceive it when it is someone else who is using it,
as we perceive the limbs of others. There is the word which is lived and the word which
is met. But in both cases it is in the course of an undertaking, either of me acting
upon others, or the others upon me. The word is a certain particular moment of
action and has no meaning outside it. In certain cases of aphasia the possibilities of
acting, of understanding situations, and of having normal relations with the other sex,
are lost.

At the heart of this apraxia the destruction of language appears only as the collapse
of one of the structures, the finest and the most apparent. And if prose is never any-
thing but the privileged instrument of a certain undertaking, if it is only the poet’s
business to contemplate words in a disinterested fashion, then one has the right to ask
the prose-writer from the very start, “‘What is your aim in writing? What undertaking
are you engaged in, and why does it require you to have recourse to writing?’ In any
case this undertaking cannot have pure contemplation as an end. For, intuition is
silence, and the end of language is to communicate. One can doubtless pin down the
results of intuition, but in this case a few words hastily scrawled on paper will suffice; it
will always be enough for the author to recognize what he had in mind. If the words are
assembled into sentences, with a concern for clarity, a decision foreign to the intuition,
to the language itself, must intervene, the decision of confiding to others the results
obtained. In each case one must ask the reason for this decision. And the common
sense which our pedants too readily forget never stops repeating it. Are we not in the
habit of putting this basic question to young people who are thinking of writing: ‘Do
you have anything to say? Which means: something which is worth the trouble of
being communicated. But what do we mean by something which is ‘worth the trouble’
if it is not by recourse to a system of transcendent values?

Moreover, to consider only this secondary structure of the undertaking, which is
what the verbal moment is, the serious error of pure stylists is to think that the word is a
gentle breeze which plays lightly over the surface of things, grazing them without
altering them, and that the speaker is a pure witness who sums up with a word his
harmless contemplation. To speak is to act; anything which one names is already no
longer quite the same; it has lost its innocence.

If you name the behaviour of an individual, you reveal it to him; he sees himself.
And since you are at the same time naming it to all others, he knows that he is seen at
the moment he sees himself. The furtive gesture which he forgot while making it, begins
to exist beyond all measure, to exist for everybody; it is integrated into the objective
mind; it takes on new dimensions; it is retrieved. After that, how can you expect him to
act in the same way? Either he will persist in his behaviour out of obstinacy and with
full knowledge of what he is doing, or he will give it up. Thus, by speaking, I reveal the
situation by my very intention of changing it; I reveal it to myself and to others in order
to change it. I strike at its very heart, I transfix it, and I display it in full view; at present
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I dispose of it; with every word I utter, I involve myself a little more in the world, and
by the same token I emerge from it a little more, since I go beyond it towards the future.

Thus, the prose-writer is a man who has chosen a certain method of secondary
action which we may call action by disclosure. It is therefore permissible to ask him this
second question: ‘“What aspect of the world do you want to disclose? What change do
you want to bring into the world by this disclosure?” The ‘committed’ writer knows
that words are action. He knows that to reveal is to change and that one can reveal
only by planning to change. He has given up the impossible dream of giving an
impartial picture of Society and the human condition. Man is the being towards whom
no being can be impartial, not even God. For God, if He existed, would be, as certain
mystics have seen Him, in a situation in relationship to man. And He is also the being
Who cannot even see a situation without changing it, for His gaze congeals, destroys,
or sculpts, or, as does eternity, changes the object in itself. It is in love, in hate, in anger,
in fear, in joy, in indignation, in admiration, in hope, in despair, that man and the world
reveal themselves in their truth. Doubtless, the committed writer can be mediocre; he
can even be conscious of being so; but as one cannot write without the intention of
succeeding perfectly, the modesty with which he envisages his work should not divert
him from constructing it as if it were to have the greatest celebrity. He should never say
to himself, ‘Bah! I’ll be lucky if I have three thousand readers,” but rather, “‘What would
happen if everybody read what I wrote?” He remembers what Mosca said beside the
coach which carried Fabrizio and Sanseverina away, ‘If the word Love comes up
between them, I’'m lost.” He knows that he is the man who names what has not yet been
named or what dares not tell its name. He knows that he makes the word ‘love’ and the
word ‘hate’ surge up and with them love and hate between men who had not yet
decided upon their feelings. He knows that words, as Brice-Parrain says, are ‘loaded
pistols’. If he speaks, he fires. He may be silent, but since he has chosen to fire, he must
do it like a man, by aiming at targets, and not like a child, at random, by shutting his
eyes and firing merely for the pleasure of hearing the shot go off.

Later on we shall try to determine what the goal of literature may be. But from this
point on we may conclude that the writer has chosen to reveal the world and particu-
larly to reveal man to other men so that the latter may assume full responsibility before
the object which has been thus laid bare. It is assumed that no one is ignorant of the
law because there is a code and because the law is written down; thereafter, you are free
to violate it, but you know the risks you run. Similarly, the function of the writer is to
act in such a way that nobody can be ignorant of the world and that nobody may say
that he is innocent of what it’s all about. And since he has once committed himself in
the universe of language, he can never again pretend that he cannot speak. Once you
enter the universe of meanings, there is nothing you can do to get out of it. Let words
organize themselves freely and they will make sentences, and each sentence contains
language in its entirety and refers back to the whole universe. Silence itself is defined in
relationship to words, as the pause in music receives its meaning from the group of
notes round it. This silence is a moment of language; being silent is not being dumb; it
is to refuse to speak, and therefore to keep on speaking. Thus, if a writer has chosen to
remain silent on any aspect whatever of the world, or, according to an expression
which says just what it means, to pass over it in silence, one has the right to ask him a
third question: “Why have you spoken of this rather than that, and — since you speak in
order to bring about change — why do you want to change this rather than that?’
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All this does not prevent there being a manner of writing. One is not a writer for
having chosen to say certain things, but for having chosen to say them in a certain way.
And, to be sure, the style makes the value of the prose. But it should pass unnoticed.
Since words are transparent and since the gaze looks through them, it would be absurd
to slip in among them some panes of rough glass. Beauty is in this case only a gentle
and imperceptible force. In a painting it shines forth at the very first sight; in a book it
hides itself; it acts by persuasion like the charm of a voice or a face. It does not coerce;
it inclines a person without his suspecting it, and he thinks that he is yielding to
arguments when he is really being solicited by a charm that he does not see. The
ceremonial of the mass is not faith; it disposes the harmony of words; their beauty, the
balance of the phrases, dispose the passions of the reader without his being aware and
orders them like the mass, like music, like the dance. If he happens to consider them by
themselves, he loses the meaning; there remains only a boring seesaw of phrases.

In prose the aesthetic pleasure is pure only if it is thrown in into the bargain. I blush
at recalling such simple ideas, but it seems that today they have been forgotten. If that
were not the case, would we be told that we are planning the murder of literature, or,
more simply, that commitment is harmful to the art of writing? If the contamination
of a certain kind of prose by poetry had not confused the ideas of our critics, would
they dream of attacking us on the matter of form, when we have never spoken of
anything but the content? There is nothing to be said about form in advance, and we
have said nothing. Everyone invents his own, and one judges it afterwards. It is true
that the subjects suggest the style, but they do not order it. There are no styles ranged a
priori outside the literary art. What is more ‘committed’, what is more boring, than the
idea of attacking the Jesuits? Yet, out of this Pascal made his Provincial Letters. In
short, it is a matter of knowing what one wants to write about, whether butterflies or
the condition of the Jews. And when one knows, then it remains to decide how one will
write about it.

Often the two choices are only one, but among good writers the second choice
never precedes the first. I know that Giraudoux has said that ‘the only concern is
finding one’s style; the idea comes afterwards’; but he was wrong. The idea did not
come. On the contrary, if one considers subjects as problems which are always open,
as solicitations, as expectations, it will be easily understood that art loses nothing by
being committed. On the contrary, just as physics submits to mathematicians new
problems which require them to produce a new symbolism, in like manner the always
new requirements of the social and the metaphysical involve the artist in finding a
new language and new techniques. If we no longer write as they did in the eighteenth
century, it is because the language of Racine and Saint-Evremond does not lend
itself to talking about locomotives or the proletariat. After that, the purists will
perhaps forbid us to write about locomotives. But art has never been on the side of
the purists.

If that is the principle of commitment, what objection can one have to it? And above
all what objection has been made to it? It has seemed to me that my opponents have not
had their hearts in their work very much and that their articles contain nothing more
than a long scandalized sigh which drags on over two or three columns. I should have
liked to know in the name of what, with what conception of literature, they condemned
commitment. But they have not said; they themselves have not known. The most rea-
sonable thing would have been to support their condemnation on the old theory of art
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for art’s sake. But none of them can accept it. That is also disturbing. We know very
well that pure art and empty art are the same thing and that aesthetic purism was a
brilliant manceuvre of the bourgeois of the last century who preferred to see them-
selves denounced as philistines rather than as exploiters. Therefore, they themselves
admitted that the writer had to speak about something. But about what? I believe that
their embarrassment would have been extreme if Fernandez had not found for them,
after the other war, the notion of the message. The writer of today, they say, should in
no case occupy himself with temporal affairs. Neither should he set up lines without
meaning nor seek solely beauty of phrase and of imagery. His function is to deliver
messages to his readers. Well, what is a message?

It must be borne in mind that most critics are men who have not had much luck and
who, just about the time they were growing desperate, found a quiet little job as cemet-
ery watchmen. God knows whether cemeteries are peaceful; none of them are more
cheerful than a library. The dead are there; the only thing they have done is write. They
have long since been washed clean of the sin of living, and besides, their lives are
known only through other books which other dead men have written about them.
Rimbaud is dead. So are Paterne Berrichon and Isabelle Rimbaud. The trouble makers
have disappeared; all that remains are the little coffins that are stacked on shelves along
the walls like urns in a columbarium. The critic lives badly; his wife does not appreciate
him as she ought to; his children are ungrateful; the first of the month is hard on him.
But it is always possible for him to enter his library, take down a book from the shelf,
and open it. It gives off a slight odour of the cellar, and a strange operation begins
which he has decided to call reading. From one point of view it is a possession; he
lends his body to the dead in order that they may come back to life. And from another
point of view it is a contact with the beyond. Indeed, the book is by no means an
object; neither is it an act, nor even a thought. Written by a dead man about dead
things, it no longer has any place on this earth; it speaks of nothing which interests us
directly. Left to itself, it falls back and collapses; there remain only ink spots on musty
paper. And when the critic reanimates these spots, when he makes letters and words of
them, they speak to him of passions which he does not feel, of bursts of anger without
objects, of dead fears and hopes. It is a whole disembodied world which surrounds
him, where human feelings, because they are no longer affecting, have passed on to the
status of exemplary feelings and, in short, of values. So he persuades himself that he
has entered into relations with an intelligible world which is like the truth of his daily
sufferings. And their reason for being. He thinks that nature imitates art, as for Plato
the world of the senses imitates that of the archetypes. And during the time he is
reading, his everyday life becomes an appearance. His nagging wife, his hunchbacked
son, they too are appearances. And he will put up with them because Xenophon has
drawn the portrait of Xantippe and Shakespeare that of Richard the Third.

It is a holiday for him when contemporary authors do him the favour of dying. Their
books, too raw, too living, too urgent, pass on to the other shore; they become less and
less affecting and more and more beautiful. After a short stay in Purgatory they go on
to people the intelligible heaven with new values. Bergotte, Swann, Siegfried and Bella,
and M. Teste are recent acquisitions. He is waiting for Nathanaél and Ménalque. As
for the writers who persist in living, he asks them only not to move about too much,
and to make an effort to resemble from now on the dead men they will be. Valéry, who
for twenty-five years had been publishing posthumous books, managed the matter very
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nicely. That is why, like some highly exceptional saints, he was canonized during his
lifetime. But Malraux is scandalous.

Our critics are Catharists. They don’t want to have anything to do with the real
world except eat and drink in it, and since it is absolutely necessary to have relations
with our fellow-creatures, they have chosen to have them with the defunct. They get
excited only about classified matters, closed quarrels, stories whose ends are known.
They never bet on uncertain issues, and since history has decided for them, since the
objects which terrified or angered the authors they read have disappeared, since bloody
disputes seem futile at a distance of two centuries, they can be charmed with balanced
periods, and everything happens for them as if all literature were only a vast tautology
and as if every new prose-writer had invented a new way of speaking only for the
purpose of saying nothing.

To speak of archetypes and ‘human nature’ — is that speaking in order to say noth-
ing? All the conceptions of our critics oscillate from one idea to the other. And, of
course, both of them are false. Our great writers wanted to destroy, to edify, to demon-
strate. But we no longer retain the proofs which they have advanced because we have
no concern with what they mean to prove. The abuses which they denounced are no
longer those of our time. There are others which rouse us which they did not suspect.
History has given the lie to some of their predictions, and those which have been
fulfilled became true so long ago that we have forgotten that they were at first flashes of
their genius. Some of their thoughts are utterly dead, and there are others which the
whole human race has taken up to its advantage and which we now regard as com-
monplace. It follows that the best arguments of these writers have lost their effective-
ness. We admire only their order and rigour. Their most compact composition is in our
eyes only an ornament, an elegant architecture of exposition, with no more practical
application than such architectures as the fugues of Bach and the arabesques of the
Alhambra.

We are still moved by the passion of these impassioned geometries when the geom-
etry no longer convinces us. Or rather, by the representation of the passion. In the
course of centuries the ideas have turned flat, but they remain the little personal object-
ives of a man who was once flesh and bone; behind the reasons of reason, which
wither, we perceive the reasons of the heart, the virtues, the vices, and that great pain
that men have in living. Sade does his best to win us over, but we hardly find him
scandalous. He is no longer anything but a soul eaten by a beautiful disease, a pearl-
oyster. The Letter on the Theatre no longer keeps anyone from going to the theatre, but
we find it piquant that Rousseau detested the art of the drama. If we are a bit versed in
psycho-analysis, our pleasure is perfect. We shall explain the Social Contract by the
Oedipus complex and The Spirit of the Laws by the inferiority complex. That is, we
shall fully enjoy the well-known superiority of live dogs to dead lions. Thus, when a
book presents befuddled thoughts which only have the appearance of being reasons
before melting under our scrutiny and dwindling into the beatings of a heart, when the
teaching that one can draw from it is radically different from what its author intended,
the book is called a message. Rousseau, the father of the French Revolution, and
Gobineau, the father of racism, both sent us messages. And the critic considers them
with equal sympathy. If they were alive, he would have to choose between the two, to
love one and hate the other. But what brings them together, above all, is that they are
both profoundly and deliciously wrong, and in the same way: they are dead.
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Thus, contemporary writers should be advised to deliver messages, that is, voluntar-
ily to limit their writing to the involuntary expression of their souls. I say involuntary
because the dead, from Montaigne to Rimbaud, have portrayed themselves completely,
but without having meant to — it is something they have simply thrown into the bar-
gain. The surplus which they have given us unintentionally should be the primary and
professed goal of living writers. They are not to be forced to give us confessions with-
out any seasoning, nor are they to abandon themselves to the too-naked lyricism of the
romantics. But since we find pleasure in foiling the ruses of Chateaubriand or Rous-
seau, in surprising them in the secret places of their being at the moment they are
playing at being the public man, in distinguishing the private motives from their most
universal assertions, we shall ask newcomers to procure us this pleasure deliberately. So
let them reason, assert, deny, refute, and prove; but the cause they are defending must
be only the apparent aim of their discourse; the deeper goal is to yield themselves
without seeming to do so. They must first disarm themselves of their arguments as time
has done for those of the classic writers; they must bring them to bear upon subjects
which interest no one or on truths so general that readers are convinced in advance. As
for their ideas, they must give them an air of profundity, but with an effect of empti-
ness, and they must shape them in such a way that they are obviously explained by an
unhappy childhood, a class hatred, or an incestuous love. Let them not presume to
think in earnest; thought conceals the man, and it is the man alone who interests us. A
bare tear is not lovely. It offends. A good argument also offends, as Stendhal well
observed. But an argument that masks a tear — that’s what we’re after. The argument
removes the obscenity from the tears; the tears, by revealing their origin in the passions,
remove the aggressiveness from the argument. We shall be neither too deeply touched
nor at all convinced, and we shall be able to yield ourselves safely to that moderate
pleasure which, as everyone knows, we derive from the contemplation of works of art.
Thus, this is ‘true’, ‘pure’ literature, a subjective thing which reveals itself under the
aspect of the objective, a discourse so curiously contrived that it is equivalent to
silence, a thought which debates with itself, a reason which is only the mask of mad-
ness, an Eternal which lets it be understood that it is only a moment of History, a
historical moment which, by the hidden side which it reveals, suddenly sends back a
perpetual lesson to the eternal man, but which is produced against the express wishes
of those who do the teaching.

When all is said and done, the message is a soul which is made object. A soul, and
what is to be done with a soul? One contemplates it at a respectful distance. It is not
customary to show one’s soul in society without a powerful motive. But, with certain
reservations, convention permits some individuals to put theirs into commerce, and all
adults may procure it for themselves. For many people today, works of the mind are
thus little wandering souls which one acquires at a modest price; there is good old
Montaigne’s, dear La Fontaine’s, and that of Jean-Jacques and of Jean-Paul and of
delicious Gérard. What is called literary art is the sum of the treatments which make
them inoffensive. Tanned, refined, chemically treated, they provide their acquirers with
the opportunity of devoting some moments of a life completely turned outwards to the
cultivation of subjectivity. Custom guarantees it to be without risk. Montaigne’s scep-
ticism? Who can take it seriously since the author of the Essays got frightened when
the plague ravaged Bordeaux? Or Rousseau’s humanitarianism, since ‘Jean-Jacques’
put his children into an orphanage? And the strange revelations of Sylvie, since Gérard
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de Nerval was mad? At the very most, the professional critic will set up infernal
dialogues between them and will inform us that French thought is a perpetual colloquy
between Pascal and Montaigne. In so doing he has no intention of making Pascal and
Montaigne more alive, but of making Malraux and Gide more dead. Finally, when the
internal contradictions of the life and the work have made both of them useless, when
the message, in its imponderable depth, has taught us these capital truths, ‘that man is
neither good nor bad’, ‘that there is a great deal of suffering in human life’, ‘that genius
is only great patience’, this dismal bungling will have achieved its ultimate purpose, and
the reader, as he lays down the book, will be able to cry out with a tranquil soul, ‘All
this is only literature.’

But since, for us, writing is an enterprise; since writers are alive before being dead;
since we think that we must try to be as right as we can in our books; and since, even if
afterwards the centuries show us to be in the wrong, this is no reason why they should
prove us wrong in advance; since we think that the writer should commit himself
completely in his works, and not in an abjectly passive role by putting forward his vices,
his misfortunes, and his weaknesses, but as a resolute will and as a choice, as this total
enterprise of living that each one of us is, it is then proper that we take up this problem
at its beginning and that we, in our turn, ask ourselves: ‘Why does one write?’

Translated by Bernard Frechtman

Notes

1 Editor’s note: this is how the chapter starts. Sartre’s ‘No, we do not want to . .."” follows on
from the Foreword to What is Literature?. Sartre is replying to a ‘smart-aleck’ who asks ‘And
poetry? And painting? And music? You want to commit them, too?’. The one-page Foreword,
which immediately precedes the chapter, addresses political (and implicitly Communist)
commitment in literature, and is a riposte to those critics who think that ‘the worst artists are
the most committed’. Sartre accuses them of not understanding the nature of writing, and
suggests that ‘the best answer to give them is to examine the art of writing without prejudice’.

2 At least in general. The greatness and error of Klee lie in his attempt to make a painting both
sign and object.

3 I say ‘create’, not ‘imitate’, which is enough to squelch the bombast of M. Charles Estienne,
who has obviously not understood a word of my argument and who is dead set on tilting at
shadows.

4 A periodical edited by M. Sartre. — Translator.

5 This is the example cited by Bataille in Inner Experience.

6 This sentence is not fully intelligible in translation as the author is here associating the
component sounds of the word Florence with the meaning of the French words they evoke.
Thus: FL-OR-ENCE, fleuve, or, and décence. The latter part of the sentence refers to the practice
in French poetry of giving, in certain circumstances, a syllabic value to the otherwise silent
terminal e. — Translator.

7 If you wish to know the origin of this attitude towards language, the following are a few brief
indications.

Originally, poetry creates the myth, while the prose-writer draws its portrait. In reality, the
human act, governed by needs and urged on by the useful is, in a sense, a means. It passes
unnoticed, and it is the result which counts. When I extend my hand in order to take up my
pen, I have only a fleeting and obscure consciousness of my gesture; it is the pen which I see.
Thus, man is alienated by his ends. Poetry reverses the relationship: the world and things
become inessential, become a pretext for the act which becomes its own end. The vase is there
so that the girl may perform the graceful act of filling it; the Trojan War, so that Hector and
Achilles may engage in that heroic combat. The action, detached from its goals, which
become blurred, becomes an act of prowess or a dance. Nevertheless, however indifferent he
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might have been to the success of the enterprise, the poet, before the nineteenth century,
remained in harmony with society as a whole. He did not use language for the end which
prose seeks, but he had the same confidence in it as the prose-writer.

With the coming of bourgeois society, the poet puts up a common front with the prose-
writer to declare it unliveable. His job is always to create the myth of man, but he passes from
white magic to black magic. Man is always presented as the absolute end, but by the success
of his enterprise he is sucked into a utilitarian collectivity. The thing that is in the background
of his act and that will allow transition to the myth is thus no longer success, but defeat. By
stopping the infinite series of his projects like a screen, defeat alone returns him to himself in
his purity. The world remains the inessential, but it is now there as a pretext for defeat. The
finality of the thing is to send man back to himself by blocking the route. Moreover, it is not a
matter of arbitrarily introducing defeat and ruin into the course of the world, but rather of
having no eyes for anything but that. Human enterprise has two aspects: it is both success and
failure. The dialectical scheme is inadequate for reflecting upon it. We must make our vocabu-
lary and the frames of our reason more supple. Some day I am going to try to describe that
strange reality, History, which is neither objective, nor ever quite subjective, in which the
dialectic is contested, penetrated, and corroded by a kind of antidialectic, but which is still a
dialectic. But that is the philosopher’s affair. One does not ordinarily consider the two faces
of Janus; the man of action sees one and the poet sees the other. When the instruments are
broken and unusable, when plans are blasted and effort is useless, the world appears with a
childlike and terrible freshness, without supports, without paths. It has the maximum reality
because it is crushing for man, and as action, in any case, generalizes, defeat restores to things
their individual reality. But, by an expected reversal, the defeat, considered as a final end, is
both a contesting and an appropriation of this universe. A contesting, because man is worth
more than that which crushes; he no longer contests things in their ‘little bit of reality’, like
the engineer or the captain, but, on the contrary, in their ‘too full of reality’, by his very
existence as a vanquished person; he is the remorse of the world. An appropriation, because
the world, by ceasing to be the tool of success, becomes the instrument of failure. So there it
is, traversed by an obscure finality; it is its coefficient of adversity which serves, the more
human in so far as it is more hostile to man. The defeat itself turns into salvation. Not that it
makes us yield to some ‘beyond’, but by itself it shifts and is metamorphosed. For example,
poetic language rises out of the ruins of prose. If it is true that the word is a betrayal and that
communication is impossible, then each word by itself recovers its individuality and becomes
an instrument of our defeat and a receiver of the incommunicable. It is not that there is
another thing to communicate; but the communication of prose having miscarried, it is the
very meaning of the word which becomes the pure incommunicable. Thus, the failure of
communication becomes a suggestion of the incommunicable, and the thwarted project of
utilizing words is succeeded by the pure disinterested intuition of the word. Thus, we again
meet with the description which we attempted earlier in this study, but in the more general
perspective of the absolute valorization of the defeat, which seems to me the original attitude
of contemporary poetry. Note also that this choice confers upon the poet a very precise
function in the collectivity: in a highly integrated or religious society, the defeat is masked by
the State or redeemed by Religion; in a less integrated and secular society, such as our
democracies, it is up to poetry to redeem them.

Poetry is a case of the loser winning. And the genuine poet chooses to lose, even if he has to
go so far as to die, in order to win. I repeat that I am talking of contemporary poetry. History
presents other forms of poetry. It is not my concern to show their connection with ours. Thus,
if one absolutely wishes to speak of the commitment of the poet, let us say that he is the man
who commits himself to lose. This is the deeper meaning of that tough-luck, of that curse
with which he always claims kinship and which he always attributes to an intervention from
without; whereas it is his deepest choice, the source, and not the consequence of his poetry.
He is certain of the total defeat of the human enterprise and arranges to fail in his own life
in order to bear witness, by his individual defeat, to human defeat in general. Thus, he
challenges, as we shall see, which is what the prose-writer does too. But the challenge of prose
is carried on in the name of a greater success; and that of poetry, in the name of the hidden
defeat which every victory conceals.
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8 It goes without saying that in all poetry a certain form of prose, that is, of success, is present;
and, vice versa, the driest prose always contains a bit of poetry, that is, a certain form of
defeat; no prose-writer is quite capable of expressing what he wants to say; he says too much
or not enough; each phrase is a wager, a risk assumed; the more cautious one is, the more
attention the word attracts; as Valéry has shown, no one can understand a word to its very
bottom. Thus, each word is used simultaneously for its clear and social meaning and for
certain obscure resonances — let me say, almost for its physiognomy. The reader, too, is
sensitive to this. At once we are no longer on the level of concerted communication, but on
that of grace and chance; the silences of prose are poetic because they mark its limits, and it is
for the purpose of greater clarity that I have been considering the extreme cases of pure prose
and pure poetry. However, it need not be concluded that we can pass from poetry to prose by
a continuous series of intermediate forms. If the prose-writer is too eager to fondle his words,
the eidos of ‘prose’ is shattered and we fall into highfalutin nonsense. If the poet relates,
explains, or teaches, the poetry complex becomes prosaic; he has lost the game. It is a matter
of structures, impure, but well-defined.
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6
REALITY AND ITS SHADOW

Emmanuel Levinas

Art and criticism

It is generally, dogmatically, admitted that the function of art is expression, and that
artistic expression rests on cognition. An artist — even a painter, even a musician — tells.
He tells of the ineffable. An artwork prolongs, and goes beyond, common perception.
What common perception trivializes and misses, an artwork apprehends in its irredu-
cible essence. It thus coincides with metaphysical intuition. Where common language
abdicates, a poem or a painting speaks. Thus an artwork is more real than reality and
attests to the dignity of the artistic imagination, which sets itself up as knowledge of
the absolute. Though it be disparaged as an aesthetic canon, realism nevertheless
retains all its prestige. In fact it is repudiated only in the name of a higher realism.
Surrealism is a superlative.

Criticism too professes this dogma. It enters into the artist’s game with all the serious-
ness of science. In artworks it studies psychology, characters, environments, and land-
scapes — as though in an aesthetic event an object were by the microscope or telescope
of artistic vision exposed for the curiosity of an investigator. But, alongside of difficult
art, criticism seems to lead a parasitic existence. A depth of reality inaccessible to
conceptual intelligence becomes its prey. Or else criticism substitutes itself for art. Is
not to interpret Mallarmé to betray him? Is not to interpret his work faithfully to
suppress it? To say clearly what he says obscurely is to reveal the vanity of his obscure
speech.

Criticism as a distinct function of literary life, expert and professional criticism,
appearing as an item in newspapers and journals and in books, can indeed seem
suspect and pointless. But it has its source in the mind of the listener, spectator or
reader; criticism exists as a public’s mode of comportment. Not content with being
absorbed in aesthetic enjoyment, the public feels an irresistible need to speak. The fact
that there might be something for the public to say, when the artist refuses to say
about artwork anything in addition to the work itself, the fact that one cannot con-
template in silence, justifies the critic. He can be defined as the one that still
has something to say when everything has been said, that can say about the work
something else than that work.

One then has the right to ask if the artist really knows and speaks. He does in a
preface or a manifesto, certainly; but then he is himself a part of the public. If art
originally were neither language nor knowledge, if it were therefore situated outside of
‘being in the world’ which is coextensive with truth,' criticism would be rehabilitated. It
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would represent the intervention of the understanding necessary for integrating the
inhumanity and inversion of art into human life and into the mind.

Perhaps the tendency to apprehend the aesthetic phenomenon in literature, where
speech provides the material for the artist, explains the contemporary dogma of know-
ledge through art. We are not always attentive to the transformation that speech
undergoes in literature. Art as speech, art as knowledge, then brings on the problem of
committed art, which is a problem of committed literature.”? The completion, the indel-
ible seal of artistic production by which the artwork remains essentially disengaged, is
underestimated — that supreme moment when the last brush stroke is done, when there
is not another word to add to or to strike from the text, by virtue of which every
artwork is classical. Such completion is different from the simple interruption which
limits language and the works of nature and industry. Yet we might wonder if we
should not recognize an element of art in the work of craftsmen, in all human work,
commercial and diplomatic, in the measure that, in addition to its perfect adaptation to
its ends, it bears witness to an accord with some destiny extrinsic to the course of
things, which situates it outside the world, like the forever bygone past of ruins, like the
elusive strangeness of the exotic. The artist stops because the work refuses to accept
anything more, appears saturated. The work is completed in spite of the social or
material causes that interrupt it. It does not give itself out as the beginning of a
dialogue.

This completion does not necessarily justify the academic aesthetics of art for art’s
sake. The formula is false inasmuch as it situates art above reality and recognizes no
master for it, and it is immoral inasmuch as it liberates the artist from his duties as a
man and assures him of a pretentious and facile nobility. But a work would not belong
to art if it did not have this formal structure of completion, if at least in this way it
were not disengaged. We have to understand the value of this disengagement, and first
of all its meaning. Is to disengage oneself from the world always to go beyond, toward
the region of Platonic ideas and toward the eternal which towers above the world? Can
one not speak of a disengagement on the hither side — of an interruption of time by a
movement going on on the hither side of time, in its ‘interstices’?

To go beyond is to communicate with ideas, to understand. Does not the function of
art lie in not understanding? Does not obscurity provide it with its very element and a
completion sui generis, foreign to dialectics and the life of ideas? Will we then say that
the artist knows and expresses the very obscurity of the real? But that leads to a much
more general question, to which this whole discussion of art is subordinate: in what
does the non-truth of being consist? Is it always to be defined by comparison with
truth, as what is left over after understanding? Does not the commerce with the obscure,
as a totally independent ontological event, describe categories irreducible to those of
cognition? We should like to show this event in art. Art does not know a particular
type of reality; it contrasts with knowledge. It is the very event of obscuring, a descent
of the night, an invasion of shadow. To put it in theological terms, which will enable us
to delimit however roughly our ideas by comparison with contemporary notions: art
does not belong to the order of revelation. Nor does it belong to that of creation,
which moves in just the opposite direction.
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The imaginary, the sensible, the musical

The most elementary procedure of art consists in substituting for the object its image.
Its image, and not its concept. A concept is the object grasped, the intelligible object.
Already by action we maintain a living relationship with a real object; we grasp it, we
conceive it. The image neutralizes this real relationship, this primary conceiving
through action. The well-known disinterestedness of artistic vision, which the current
aesthetic analysis stops with, signifies above all a blindness to concepts.

But the disinterestedness of the artist scarcely deserves this name. For it excludes
freedom, which the notion of disinterestedness implies. Strictly speaking, it also
excludes bondage, which presupposes freedom. An image does not engender a concep-
tion, as do scientific cognition and truth; it does not involve Heidegger’s ‘letting be’,
Sein-lassen, in which objectivity is transmuted into power.> An image marks a hold
over us rather than our initiative, a fundamental passivity. Possessed, inspired, an art-
ist, we say, harkens to a muse. An image is musical. Its passivity is directly visible in
magic, song, music, and poetry. The exceptional structure of aesthetic existence
invokes this singular term magic, which will enable us to make the somewhat worn-out
notion of passivity precise and concrete.

The idea of rhythm, which art criticism so frequently invokes but leaves in the state
of a vague suggestive notion and catch-all, designates not so much an inner law of the
poetic order as the way the poetic order affects us, closed wholes whose elements call
for one another like the syllables of a verse, but do so only insofar as they impose
themselves on us, disengaging themselves from reality. But they impose themselves on us
without our assuming them. Or rather, our consenting to them is inverted into a partici-
pation. Their entry into us is one with our entry into them. Rhythm represents a
unique situation where we cannot speak of consent, assumption, initiative or freedom,
because the subject is caught up and carried away by it. The subject is part of its own
representation. It is so not even despite itself, for in rhythm there is no longer a oneself,
but rather a sort of passage from oneself to anonymity. This is the captivation or
incantation of poetry and music. It is a mode of being to which applies neither the
form of consciousness, since the I is there stripped of its prerogative to assume, its
power, nor the form of unconsciousness, since the whole situation and all its articula-
tions are in a dark light, present. Such is a waking dream. Neither habits, reflexes, nor
instinct operate in this light. The particular automatic character of a walk or a dance
to music is a mode of being where nothing is unconscious, but where consciousness,
paralyzed in its freedom, plays, totally absorbed in this playing. To listen to music is in
a sense to refrain from dancing or stepping; the movement or gesture is of little import.
It would be more appropriate to talk of interest than of disinterestedness with respect
to images. An image is interesting, without the slightest sense of utility, interesting in
the sense of involving, in the etymological sense — to be among things which should
have had only the status of objects. To be ‘among things’ is different from Heidegger’s
‘being-in-the-world’; it constitutes the pathos of the imaginary world of dreams — the
subject is among things not only by virtue of its density of being, requiring a ‘here’, a
‘somewhere’, and retaining its freedom; it is among things as a thing, as part of the
spectacle. It is exterior to itself, but with an exteriority which is not that of a body,
since the pain of the I-actor is felt by the I-spectator, and not through compassion.
Here we have really an exteriority of the inward. It is surprising that phenomenological
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analysis never tried to apply this fundamental paradox of rhythm and dreams, which
describes a sphere situated outside of the conscious and the unconscious, a sphere
whose role in all ecstatic rites has been shown by ethnography; it is surprising that we
have stayed with metaphors of ‘ideomotor’ phenomena and with the study of the
prolongation of sensations into actions. Here we shall use the terms rhythm and
musical while thinking of this reversal of power into participation.

Then we must detach them from the arts of sound where they are ordinarily
envisioned exclusively, and draw them out into a general aesthetic category. Rhythm
certainly does have its privileged locus in music, for the musician’s element realizes the
pure deconceptualization of reality. Sound is the quality most detached from an object.
Its relation with the substance from which it emanates is not inscribed in its quality. It
resounds impersonally. Even its timbre, a trace of its belonging to an object, is sub-
merged in its quality, and does not retain the structure of a relation. Hence in listening
we do not apprehend a ‘something’, but are without concepts: musicality belongs to
sound naturally. And indeed, among all the classes of images distinguished by trad-
itional psychology, the image of sound is most akin to real sound. To insist on the
musicality of every image is to see in an image its detachment from an object, that
independence from the category of substance which the analyses of our textbooks
ascribe to pure sensation not yet converted into perception (sensation as an adjective),
which for empirical psychology remains a limit case, a purely hypothetical given.

It is as though sensation free from all conception, that famous sensation that eludes
introspection, appeared with images. Sensation is not a residue of perception, but has a
function of its own — the hold that an image has over us, a function of rhythm. What is
today called being-in-the-world is an existence with concepts. Sensibility takes place as
a distinct ontological event, but is realized only by the imagination.

If art consists in substituting an image for being, the aesthetic element, as its
etymology indicates, is sensation. The whole of our world, with its elementary and
intellectually elaborated givens, can touch us musically, can become an image. That is
why classical art which is attached to objects — all those paintings, all those statues
representing something, all those poems which recognize syntax and punctuation —
conforms no less to the true essence of art than the modern works which claim to be
pure music, pure painting, pure poetry, because they drive objects out of the world of
sounds, colours and words into which those works introduce us — because they break
up representation. A represented object, by the simple fact of becoming an image, is
converted into a non-object; the image as such enters into categories proper to it which
we would like to bring out here. The disincarnation of reality by an image is not
equivalent to a simple diminution in degree. It belongs to an ontological dimension
that does not extend between us and a reality to be captured, a dimension where
commerce with reality is a rhythm.

Image and resemblance

The phenomenology of images insists on their transparency. The intention of one who
contemplates an image is said to go directly through the image, as through a window,
into the world it represents, and aims at an object.* Yet nothing is more mysterious than
the term ‘world it represents’ — since representation expresses just that function of an
image that still remains to be determined.
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The theory of transparency was set up in reaction to the theory of mental images, of
an inner tableau which the perception of an object would leave in us. In imagination
our gaze then always goes outward, but imagination modifies or neutralizes this gaze:
the real world appears in it as it were between parentheses or quote marks. The prob-
lem is to make clear what these devices used in writing mean. The imaginary world is
said to present itself as unreal — but can one say more about this unreality?

In what does an image differ from a symbol, a sign, or a word? By the very way it
refers to its object: resemblance. But that supposes that thought stops on the image
itself; it consequently supposes a certain opacity of the image. A sign, for its part, is
pure transparency, nowise counting for itself. Must we then come back to taking the
image as an independent reality which resembles the original? No, but on condition
that we take resemblance not as the result of a comparison between an image and the
original, but as the very movement that engenders the image. Reality would not be only
what it is, what it is disclosed to be in truth, but would be also its double, its shadow, its
image.

Being is not only itself, it escapes itself. Here is a person who is what he is; but he
does not make us forget, does not absorb, cover over entirely the objects he holds and
the way he holds them, his gestures, limbs, gaze, thought, skin, which escape from
under the identity of his substance, which like a torn sack is unable to contain them.
Thus a person bears on his face, alongside of its being with which he coincides, its own
caricature, its picturesqueness. The picturesque is always to some extent a caricature.
Here is a familiar everyday thing, perfectly adapted to the hand which is accustomed to
it, but its qualities, colour, form, and position at the same time remain as it were behind
its being, like the ‘old garments’ of a soul which had withdrawn from that thing, like a
‘still life’. And yet all this is the person and is the thing. There is then a duality in this
person, this thing, a duality in its being. It is what it is and it is a stranger to itself, and
there is a relationship between these two moments. We will say the thing is itself and is
its image. And that this relationship between the thing and its image is resemblance.

This situation is akin to what a fable brings about. Those animals that portray men
give the fable its peculiar colour inasmuch as men are seen as these animals and not
only through these animals; the animals stop and fill up thought. It is in this that all the
power and originality of allegory lies. An allegory is not a simple auxiliary to thought,
a way of rendering an abstraction concrete and popular for childlike minds, a poor
man’s symbol. It is an ambiguous commerce with reality in which reality does not refer
to itself but to its reflection, its shadow. An allegory thus represents what in the object
itself doubles it up. An image, we can say, is an allegory of being.

A being is that which is, that which reveals itself in its truth, and, at the same time, it
resembles itself, is its own image. The original gives itself as though it were at a distance
from itself, as though it were withdrawing itself, as though something in a being
delayed behind being. The consciousness of the absence of the object which character-
izes an image is not equivalent to a simple neutralization of the thesis, as Husserl
would have it, but is equivalent to an alteration of the very being of the object, where
its essential forms appear as a garb that it abandons in withdrawing. To contemplate
an image is to contemplate a picture. The image has to be understood by starting with
the phenomenology of pictures, and not the converse.

In the vision of the represented object a painting has a density of its own: it is itself
an object of the gaze. The consciousness of the representation lies in knowing that the
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object is not there. The perceived elements are not the object but are like its ‘old
garments’, spots of colour, chunks of marble or bronze. These elements do not serve as
symbols, and in the absence of the object they do not force its presence, but by their
presence insist on its absence. They occupy its place fully to mark its removal, as
though the represented object died, were degraded, were disincarnated in its own
reflection. The painting then does not lead us beyond the given reality, but somehow to
the hither side of it. It is a symbol in reverse. The poet and painter who have discovered
the ‘mystery’ and ‘strangeness’ of the world they inhabit every day are free to think
that they have gone beyond the real. The mystery of being is not its myth. The artist
moves in a universe that precedes (in what sense we will see below) the world of
creation, a universe that the artist has already gone beyond by his thought and his
everyday actions.

The idea of shadow or reflection to which we have appealed — of an essential doub-
ling of reality by its image, of an ambiguity ‘on the hither side’ — extends to the light
itself, to thought, to the inner life. The whole of reality bears on its face its own
allegory, outside of its revelation and its truth. In utilizing images art not only reflects,
but brings about this allegory. In art allegory is introduced into the world, as truth is
accomplished in cognition. These are two contemporary possibilities of being. Along-
side of the simultaneity of the idea and the soul — that is, of being and its disclosure —
which the phaedo teaches, there is the simultaneity of a being and its reflection. The
absolute at the same time reveals itself to reason and lends itself to a sort of erosion,
outside of all causality. Non-truth is not an obscure residue of being, but is its sensible
character itself, by which there is resemblance and images in the world. Because of
resemblance the Platonic world of becoming is a lesser world, of appearances only. As
a dialectic of being and non-being, becoming does indeed, since the Parmenides, make
its appearance in the world of Ideas. It is through imitation that participation
engenders shadows, distinct from the participation of the Ideas in one another which is
revealed to the understanding. The discussion over the primacy of art or of nature —
does art imitate nature or does natural beauty imitate art? — fails to recognize the
simultaneity of truth and image.

The notion of shadow thus enables us to situate the economy of resemblance within
the general economy of being. Resemblance is not a participation of a being in an idea
(the old argument of the third man shows the futility of that); it is the very structure of
the sensible as such. The sensible is being insofar as it resembles itself, insofar as,
outside of its triumphal work of being, it casts a shadow, emits that obscure and
elusive essence, that phantom essence which cannot be identified with the essence
revealed in truth. There is not first an image — a neutralized vision of the object — which
then differs from a sign or symbol because of its resemblance with the original; the
neutralization of position in an image is precisely this resemblance.

The transdescendence Jean Wahl speaks of, when separated from the ethical signifi-
cance it has for him and taken in a strictly ontological sense, can characterize this
phenomenon of degradation or erosion of the absolute which we see in images and in
resemblance.
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The meanwhile

To say that an image is a shadow of being would in turn be only to use a metaphor, if
we did not show where the hither side we are speaking of is situated. To speak
of inertia or death would hardly help us, for first we should have to say what the
ontological signification of materiality itself is.

We have envisioned the image as the caricature, allegory or picturesque element
which reality bears on its own face. All of Giraudoux’s work effects a casting of reality
into images, with a consistency which has not been fully appreciated, despite all
Giraudoux’s glory.’ But up to now we seemed to be basing our conception on a fissure
in being between being and its essence which does not adhere to it but masks and
betrays it. But this in fact only enables us to approach the phenomenon we are con-
cerned with. The art called classical — the art of antiquity and of its imitators, the art
of ideal forms — corrects the caricature of being — the snub nose, the stiff gesture.
Beauty is being dissimulating its caricature, covering over or absorbing its shadow.
Does it absorb it completely? It is not a question of wondering whether the perfect
forms of Greek art could be still more perfect, nor if they seem perfect in all latitudes
of the globe. The insurmountable caricature in the most perfect image manifests itself
in its stupidness as an idol. The image qua idol leads us to the ontological significance
of its unreality. This time the work of being itself, the very existing of a being.® is
doubled up with a semblance of existing.

To say that an image is an idol is to affirm that every image is in the last analysis
plastic, and that every artwork is in the end a statue — a stoppage of time, or rather its
delay behind itself. But we must show in what sense it stops or delays, and in what sense
a statue’s existing is a semblance of the existing of being.

A statue realizes the paradox of an instant that endures without a future. Its dur-
ation is not really an instant. It does not give itself out here as an infinitesimal element
of duration, the instant of a flash; it has in its own way a quasi-eternal duration. We
are not thinking just of the duration of an artwork itself as an object, of the perman-
ence of writings in libraries and of statues in museums. Within the life, or rather the
death, of a statue, an instant endures infinitely: eternally Laocoon will be caught up in
the grip of serpents; the Mona Lisa will smile eternally. Eternally the future announced
in the strained muscles of Laocoon will be unable to become present. Eternally, the
smile of the Mona Lisa about to broaden will not broaden. An eternally suspended
future floats around the congealed position of a statue like a future forever to come.
The imminence of the future lasts before an instant stripped of the essential character-
istic of the present, its evanescence. It will never have completed its task as a present, as
though reality withdrew from its own reality and left it powerless. In this situation the
present can assume nothing, can take on nothing, and thus is an impersonal and
anonymous instant.

The immobile instant of a statue owes its acuteness to its non-indifference to dur-
ation. It does not belong to eternity. But it is not as though the artist had not been able
to give it life. It is just that the life of an artwork does not go beyond the limit of an
instant. The artwork does not succeed, is bad, when it does not have that aspiration for
life which moved Pygmalion. But it is only an aspiration. The artist has given the statue
a lifeless life, a derisory life which is not master of itself, a caricature of life. Its
presence does not cover over itself and overflows on all sides, does not hold in its own
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hands the strings of the puppet it is. We can attend to the puppet in the personages of a
tragedy and laugh at the Comédie-Frangaise. Every image is already a caricature. But
this caricature turns into something tragic. The same man is indeed a comic poet and a
tragic poet, an ambiguity which constitutes the particular magic of poets like Gogol,
Dickens, Tchekov — and Moli¢re, Cervantes, and above all, Shakespeare.

This present, impotent to force the future, is fate itself, that fate refractory to the will
of the pagan gods, stronger than the rational necessity of natural laws. Fate does not
appear in universal necessity. It is a necessity in a free being, a reverting of freedom
into necessity, their simultaneity, a freedom that discovers it is a prisoner. Fate has no
place in life. The conflict between freedom and necessity in human action appears in
reflection: when action is already sinking into the past, man discovers the motifs that
necessitated it. But an antinomy is not a tragedy. In the instant of a statue, in its
eternally suspended future, the tragic simultaneity of necessity and liberty, can come to
pass: the power of freedom congeals into impotence. And here too we should compare
art with dreams: the instant of a statue is a nightmare. Not that the artist represents
being crushed by fate — beings enter their fate because they are represented. They are
enclosed in their fate but just this is the artwork, an event of darkening of being,
parallel with its revelation, its truth. It is not that an artwork reproduces a time that
has stopped: in the general economy of being, art is the falling movement on the hither
side of time, into fate. A novel is not, as Jean Pouillon thinks, a way of reproducing
time; it has its own time, it is a unique way for time to temporalize.

We can then understand that time, apparently introduced into images by the non-
plastic arts such as music, literature, theatre and cinema, does not shatter the fixity of
images. That the characters in a book are committed to the infinite repetition of the
same acts and the same thoughts is not simply due to the contingent fact of the narra-
tive, which is exterior to those characters. They can be narrated because their being
resembles itself, doubles itself and immobilizes. Such a fixity is wholly different from
that of concepts, which initiates life, offers reality to our powers, to truth, opens a
dialectic. By its reflection in a narrative, being has a non-dialectical fixity, stops
dialectics and time.

The characters of a novel are beings that are shut up, prisoners. Their history is
never finished, it still goes on, but makes no headway. A novel shuts beings up in a fate
despite their freedom. Life solicits the novelist when it seems to him as if it were
already something out of a book. Something somehow completed arises in it, as
though a whole set of facts were immobilized and formed a series. They are described
between two well-determined moments, in the space of a time existence had traversed
as through a tunnel. The events related form a situation — akin to a plastic ideal. That is
what myth is: the plasticity of a history. What we call the artist’s choice is the natural
selection of facts and traits which are fixed in a rhythm, and transform time into
images.

This plastic issue of the literary work was noted by Proust in a particularly
admirable page of The Prisoner. In speaking of Dostoyevsky, what holds his attention
is neither Dostoyevsky’s religious ideas, his metaphysics, nor his psychology, but some
profiles of girls, a few images: the house of the crime with its stairway and its dvornik
in Crime and Punishment, Grushenka’s silhouette in Brothers Karamazov. It is as
though we are to think that the plastic element of reality is, in the end, the goal of the
psychological novel.
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Much is said about atmosphere in novels. Criticism itself likes to adopt this meteoro-
logical language. Introspection is taken to be a novelist’s fundamental procedure, and
one supposes that things and nature can enter into a book only when they are enveloped
in an atmosphere composed of human emanations. We think, on the contrary, that an
exterior vision — of a total exteriority, like the exteriority in rhythm we have described
above, where the subject itself is exterior to itself — is the true vision of the novelist.
Atmosphere is the very obscurity of images. The poetry of Dickens, who was surely a
rudimentary psychologist, the atmosphere of those dusty boarding schools, the pale
light of London offices with their clerks, the antique and second-hand clothing shops,
the very characters of Nickleby and Scrooge, only appear in an exterior vision set up as
a method. There is no other method. Even the psychological novelist sees his inner life
on the outside, not necessarily through the eyes of another, but as one participates in a
rhythm or a dream. All the power of the contemporary novel, its art-magic, is perhaps
due to this way of seeing inwardness from the outside — which is not all the same as the
procedures of behaviorism.

Since Bergson it has become customary to take the continuity of time to be the very
essence of duration. The Cartesian teaching of the discontinuity of duration is at most
taken as the illusion of a time grasped in its spatial trace, an origin of false problems
for minds incapable of conceiving duration. And a metaphor, one that is eminently
spatial, of a cross-section made in duration, a photographic metaphor of a snapshot of
movement, is accepted as a truism.

‘We on the contrary have been sensitive to the paradox that an instant can stop. The
fact that humanity could have provided itself with art reveals in time the uncertainty of
time’s continuation and something like a death doubling the impulse of life. The petri-
fication of the instant in the heart of duration — Niobe’s punishment — the insecurity of
a being which has a presentiment of fate, is the great obsession of the artist’s world, the
pagan world. Zeno, cruel Zeno — that arrow . . .

Here we leave the limited problem of art. This presentiment of fate in death subsists,
as paganism subsists. To be sure, one need only give oneself a constituted duration to
remove from death the power to interrupt. Death is then sublated. To situate it in time
is precisely to go beyond it, to already find oneself on the other side of the abyss, to
have it behind oneself. Death qua nothingness is the death of the other, death for the
survivor. The time of dying itself cannot give itself the other shore. What is unique and
poignant in this instant is due to the fact that it cannot pass. In dying, the horizon of
the future is given, but the future as a promise of a new present is refused; one is in the
interval, forever an interval. The characters of certain tales by Edgar Allen Poe must
have found themselves in this empty interval. A threat appears to them in the approach
of such an empty interval; no move can be made to retreat from its approach, but this
approach can never end. This is the anxiety which in other tales is prolonged like a fear
of being buried alive. It is as though death were never dead enough, as though parallel
with the duration of the living ran the eternal duration of the interval — the meanwhile.

Art brings about just this duration in the interval, in that sphere which a being is able
to traverse, but in which its shadow is immobilized. The eternal duration of the interval
in which a statue is immobilized differs radically from the eternity of a concept; it is the
meanwhile, never finished, still enduring — something inhuman and monstrous.

Inertia and matter do not account for the peculiar death of the shadow. Inert matter

125



EMMANUEL LEVINAS

already refers to a substance to which its qualities cling. In a statue matter knows
the death of idols. The proscription of images is truly the supreme command of
monotheism, a doctrine that overcomes fate, that creation and revelation in reverse.

For philosophical criticism

Art then lets go of the prey for the shadow.

But in introducing the death of each instant into being, it effects its eternal duration
in the meanwhile, has there its uniqueness, its value. Its value then is ambiguous —
unique because it is impossible to go beyond it, because, being unable to end, it cannot
go toward the better. It does not have the quality of the living instant which is open to
the salvation of becoming, in which it can end and be surpassed. The value of this
instant is thus made of its misfortune. This sad value is indeed the beautiful of modern
art, opposed to the happy beauty of classical art.

On the other hand, art, essentially disengaged, constitutes, in a world of initiative
and responsibility, a dimension of evasion.

Here we rejoin the most common and ordinary experience of aesthetic enjoyment. It
is one of the reasons that bring out the value of art. Art brings into the world the
obscurity of fate, but it especially brings the irresponsibility that charms as a lightness
and grace. It frees. To make or to appreciate a novel and a picture is to no longer have
to conceive, is to renounce the effort of science, philosophy, and action. Do not speak,
do not reflect, admire in silence and in peace — such are the counsels of wisdom satis-
fied before the beautiful. Magic, recognized everywhere as the devil’s part, enjoys an
incomprehensible tolerance in poetry. Revenge is gotten on wickedness by producing
its caricature, which is to take from it its reality without annihilating it; evil powers are
conjured by filling the world with idols which have mouths but do not speak. It is as
though ridicule killed, as though everything really can end in songs. We find an
appeasement when, beyond the invitations to comprehend and act, we throw ourselves
into the rhythm of a reality which solicits only its admission into a book or a painting.
Myth takes the place of mystery. The world to be built is replaced by the essential
completion of its shadow. This is not the disinterestedness of contemplation but of
irresponsibility. The poet exiles himself from the city. From this point of view, the value
of the beautiful is relative. There is something wicked and egoist and cowardly in
artistic enjoyment. There are times when one can be ashamed of it, as of feasting
during a plague.

Art then is not committed by virtue of being art. But for this reason art is not the
supreme value of civilization, and it is not forbidden to conceive a stage in which it will
be reduced to a source of pleasure — which one cannot contest without being ridiculous
— having its place, but only a place, in man’s happiness. Is it presumptuous to denounce
the hypertrophy of art in our times when, for almost everyone, it is identified with
spiritual life?

But all this is true for art separated from the criticism that integrates the inhuman
work of the artist into the human world. Criticism already detaches it from its
irresponsibility by envisaging its technique. It treats the artist as a man at work.
Already in inquiring after the influences he undergoes it links this disengaged and
proud man to real history. Such criticism is still preliminary. It does not attack the
artistic event as such, that obscuring of being in images, that stopping of being in the
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meanwhile. The value of images for philosophy lies in their position between two times
and their ambiguity. Philosophy discovers, beyond the enchanted rock on which it
stands, all its possibles swarming about it. It grasps them by interpretation. This is to
say that the artwork can and must be treated as a myth: the immobile statue has to be
put in movement and made to speak. Such an enterprise is not the same as a simple
reconstruction of the original from the copy. Philosophical exegesis will measure the
distance that separates myth from real being, and will become conscious of the creative
event itself, an event which eludes cognition, which goes from being to being by skip-
ping over the intervals of the meanwhile. Myth is then at the same time untruth and the
source of philosophical truth, if indeed philosophical truth involves a dimension of
intelligibility proper to it, not content with laws and causes which connect beings to
one another, but searching for the work of being itself.

Criticism, in interpreting, will choose and will limit. But if, qua choice, it remains on
the hither side of the world which is fixed in art, it reintroduces that world into the
intelligible world in which it stands, and which is the true homeland of the mind. The
most lucid writer finds himself in the world bewitched by its images. He speaks in
enigmas, by allusions, by suggestion, in equivocations, as though he moved in a world
of shadows, as though he lacked the force to arouse realities, as though he could not go
to them without wavering, as though, bloodless and awkward, he always committed
himself further than he had decided to do, as though he spills half the water he is
bringing us. The most forewarned, the most lucid writer none the less plays the fool.
The interpretation of criticism speaks in full self-possession, frankly, through concepts,
which are like the muscles of the mind.

Modern literature, disparaged for its intellectualism (which, none the less goes back
to Shakespeare, the Moliere of Don Juan, Goethe, Dostoyevsky), certainly manifests a
more and more clear awareness of this fundamental insufficiency of artistic idolatry. In
this intellectualism the artist refuses to be only an artist, not because he wants to
defend a thesis or cause, but because he needs to interpret his myths himself. Perhaps
the doubts that, since the renaissance, the alleged death of God has put in souls have
compromised for the artist the reality of the henceforth inconsistent models, have
imposed on him the onus of finding his models anew in the heart of his production
itself, and made him believe he had a mission to be creator and revealer. The task of
criticism remains essential, even if God was not dead, but only exiled. But we cannot
here broach the ‘logic’ of the philosophical exegesis of art; that would demand a
broadening of the intentionally limited perspective of this study. For one would have to
introduce the perspective of the relation with the other without which being could not
be told in its reality, that is, in its time.

Translated by Alphonso Lingis

Notes

All notes are by the translator unless otherwise indicated.

1 Cf. Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson, New
York and Evanston, Harper and Row, 1962, p. 44.

2 Cf. Jean-Paul Sartre, Literature and Existentialism, trans. Bernard Frechtman, New York,
Citadel, 1964.

3 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, p. 405. Also ‘On the Essence of Truth’, trans. John Sallis in
Basic Writings, ed. David Farrell Krell, New York, Harper and Row, 1993, pp. 127-30.
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4 Jean-Paul Sartre, Imagination, a Psychology of Imagination, trans. Bernard Frechtman, New
York, Washington Square Press, 1966.

5 Editor [Séan Hand]: Jean Giraudoux (1882-1944) wrote modern versions of classical tragedy
which emphasized the human qualities inherent in classical myth.

6 Cf. Emmanuel Levinas, Existence and Existents, trans. Alphonso Lingis, The Hague, Martinus
Nijhoff, 1978, p. 17.
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THE WORLD OF THE AESTHETIC
OBJECT

Mikel Dufrenne

We now proceed to confirm and develop what has already been suggested by the
confrontation between the aesthetic object and the ordinary signifying object. The
aesthetic object signifies neither in the manner of a history or physics book nor as a
signal would. The aesthetic object addresses itself neither to the will so as to inform it
nor to the intellect so as to instruct it. It shows and sometimes shows only itself,
without referring to anything real. In any case, the aesthetic object does not claim to
imitate the real (even if some aesthetic theories prescribe such imitation). When the
authentic artist draws his inspiration from the real, he does so in order to measure
himself against it and to remake it. Even when he celebrates the Creation he competes
with it or, like Claudel, at least does not hide the fact that he collaborates with and
completes it. In signifying, the aesthetic object does not exist to serve the world. It is,
rather, the source of a world which is its own. The justification for speaking of ‘world’
here will be given below; at present we are content with describing it.

What is this world? Is it only a portion of the real world transposed into the work in
such a way that the work represents it? Is the world of Balzac only the world of the
Nucingens, the Vautrins, or the Chouans? Is the world of Rouault that of clowns,
judges, and Crucifixions? And then what would be the world of Mozart or Chopin?
When we name the world of the aesthetic object by its creator, we emphasize the
presence of a certain style, a unique way of treating a subject, of making the sensuous
serve representation. The Romanesque and the Gothic master builders have the same
object; they both wish to erect God’s house. But do Saint-Séverin and Sainte-Chapelle
produce the same impression? How many painters have treated the Crucifixion? From
Rembrandt to Rubens, it is the same Christ, but it is not the same Christianity. On the
other hand, when Giraudoux shows us Bardini or Electra, when Bach writes cantatas
or a concerto, when Goya paints a festival or a nightmare, it is to the same world that
they give us access.! Sometimes it is even by means of that world that we identify the
work, as surely as we do by the style, since the world is that which the style expresses.

These considerations suffice to inform us that the creator’s world cannot be
described according to norms valid for the objective world or even for the represented
world. The world of the creator is expressed and not represented. It is not without
relation to the represented world, but it is not identical with it, since two different
subjects can participate equally in the same world, as when Phaedra and Athalie, who
live before us on the stage in two different worlds — in two different plays — nevertheless
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communicate in the same world of Racine. It is not easy to see what this world is, yet
we are immediately sensitive to its presence as soon as the aesthetic object introduces it
to us. It is not a world of identifiable objects. One can neither explore it nor survey it,
because one does not have to take distance into consideration with respect to it. In
truth, it is less a world than the atmosphere of a world, in the sense that we say an
atmosphere is tense or lively. Thus it is a matter of a certain quality of objects or of
beings, but a quality which does not belong to them in their own right, since it is not
they that bring it about. The quality in question is like a supervening or impersonal
principle in accordance with which we say that there is an electric atmosphere or, as
Trénet sang, that there is joy in the air. This principle is embodied in individuals or in
things. It is somewhat like the collective consciousness which governs individual con-
sciousness in times of agitation. Whether or not it is a principle of explanation, it is at
any rate a reality that we feel keenly when we come into contact with the group from
which it emanates. We have much the same experience in a dark forest. It seems to us
that individual shadows are not the result of shade, but, on the contrary, that the
shadows create the leafy summits and the entanglement of underbrush along with the
entire vegetable mass in its damp mystery. The forest prevents us from seeing the tree,
and the forest itself is seen only through its atmosphere. But here the atmosphere refers
to the real world of men or things. To what does it refer in the aesthetic object? It is not
a quality of the real world but of the object itself. The world of the aesthetic object is a
world interior to the object. It is as such that we must describe it, leaving until later the
examination of its coefficient of reality and its truth with respect to the real world. At
the very moment when it proposes the real, the aesthetic object seems to exclude it or
to convert it into its own substance. We become engaged in its world only by being
diverted from the world, even if we do not leave it altogether and if the environment is
always mitgemeint [cointended]. On the one hand, it is necessary that perception not
degenerate into a dream, and there is perception only if we are in the world. On the
other hand, the aesthetic object itself must be real in order to thrust itself upon us and
to draw us into the world which it opens to us and which is its highest signification.

(a) The represented world

In order to understand the world of the aesthetic object, we must grasp it in its oppos-
ition but also in its quite limited relationship to the world as strictly represented. Are
we not tempted to identify this latter world immediately with the subject of the work?
Let us, therefore, first consider the represented world.? At first glance it thrusts itself
upon our attention and appears to be the very substance of the work. But does it truly
create a world by itself? Does the represented object raise itself to that height? The
nature of the world, in fact, is to be open and to refer continually from object to object,
extending all limits. The world is the inexhaustible reservoir of being which is attested
to quantitatively by the infinite nature of space and time, but which is also symbolized
by the myths of an inexhaustible creative power or of an eternal return of forms and
kinds. Undoubtedly, the world can be adumbrated by the most humble object as soon
as I realize that I cannot coincide with it entirely, that in its very presence it escapes me
in some way, and that it is joined to something beyond itself which I am never able to
reach or wholly master. In this respect, when the aesthetic object is considered as a
thing, it attests to the world. If the world is to take shape in my sight, I must undertake
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to explore it or let my gaze lose itself at the horizon. I must have some contact with the
unlimited. But does the object as aesthetically represented furnish a represented world?
Yes and no. Even if the representation does not imitate, it tends to make the object
leave its framework, to confer on this object the power of evoking the world in which
the object is able to take its place. The real object, in contrast, possesses a plenitude by
which it accords with the world as with that which surrounds and extends it.

I read a novel. Some characters evolve before me who have, by virtue of art, a certain
density of being and constancy. These characters are present to me as is the hidden side
of a cube, which ensures that the cube is more than a superficial spectacle and exists
inviscerated in a perceptual field. The characters themselves live in a world which 1
experience as spatial and temporal density and as a peculiar style.* The art of the
novelist may, however, take many different paths. It can, for instance, represent the
world of things and events, the cosmic and human context, as an independent and
primary reality — a sort of Great Being a la Comte, where individuals are sometimes
caught in a trap, receiving their fate according to the place they occupy. The classical
novel unfolds in this way, even if it depicts the context only in light strokes and reserves
the bulk of the work for psychological design. But the novelist can, in contrast, accord-
ing to a totally different perspective, subordinate the context to the individuals or to
one special individual whose consciousness becomes a center of reference which is
itself referred to no other. The contemporary novel most often operates in this way.
Finally, one can, as it were, merge the two perspectives, obtaining a world which has a
cosmic density through an entanglement of diverse aims, as if its substance were made
of many adventures, decisions, fears, and hopes. Such appears to be the special unity of
Dos Passos and Sartre. At any rate, there are no heroes except those engaged in a
world. To conceive a hero of a novel is not only to recognize in him the opacity, the
fullness, the secret property of a consciousness, it is also to grasp him in relation to a
world which is both a correlative and a destiny, according to the ambiguity of the
human condition. The world is suggested in the work by scattered indications whose
synthesis we continually effect. This synthesis is realized, not in the manner of a judg-
ment which collects and compares, but because each indication offers more than it is,
as when a detail set apart within a whole is corroborated by other details. Yet the whole
is never reducible to the sum of the parts, as Balzac sometimes seems to believe. It is in
this sense that the indications in a novel are truly expressive, always saying more than
their literal meaning. They are the inverse of clear and distinct ideas in which the
meaning is rigorously coextensive with the signs. It is possible that the novelist’s art —
indeed, that of all artists — consists of choosing, of cutting out as much as of adding,
for he is not interested in the prodigality of appearances or the indefiniteness of hori-
zons. He retains only that which interests him. What he retains must suffice to allow us
to reach a world of which we easily accept the fact that certain aspects are clear and
others obscure, but which has the shape of a world all the same. This mixture of the
implicit and explicit exists, moreover, in the image of the perceived world.

The represented world also possesses, in its own fashion, the spatiotemporal struc-
ture of the perceived world. Space and time here fill a dual function. They serve both to
open up a world and to ordain it objectively by creating a world common to the
characters and the readers. Even if they are centered in a character who experiences
them, they also have meaning for the reader. They possess enough objectivity for the
represented world to be identifiable and objective in the manner of the real world of
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which it is the image, although the represented world can be presented as lived and
dominated by a central subjectivity with which the novelist identifies (and does not
merely consign to a place in an impersonal world). This world is still subject to the
requirements of representation and must appear objective enough for the reader to
become oriented there. In the novel, space and time transfer the objectivity of the real
to the represented elements. In fact, they appear according to the norms of objectivity,
even when there is a flying carpet or seven-league boots to make light of distance.
These distances are measurable, and we know it. Paris is at the same distance for heroes
of novels and for the real traveler. Undoubtedly that space can be qualified by the
restlessness of the hero as well as by his means of locomotion, but, as in the case of the
real traveler, it is from an objective given that we understand the restlessness or that we
appreciate the airplane he takes. Similarly, the time of the represented world imitates
the time of the real world, to the point of reproducing it in the novels which explore the
interior monologue, where the time of the reading and the time of the story recounted
coincide in a certain fashion.* Even the time of legends and myths has the aspect of
real time, as when heroes are engaged in adventures. Even more often the time of the
novel makes reference to the time of objective history. The story unfolds between dates
which exist on a calendar, referring to events which are localized in both history and
geography.

There is at the least a sort of osmosis proceeding from the real world to the repre-
sented world, even for novelists who have abandoned the naturalistic illusion. Never-
theless, it will be said that the techniques of expressing time vary considerably and that
certain novelists make free with objective time. This is certainly so, but it is not because
such novelists abandon the time of the real world and claim to invent another time for
the world which they represent. Rather, it is because the notion of a real time is itself
ambiguous and gives rise to treatments and explanations which are quite diverse.
Between objective time and lived time, between time-space and time-duration, the
choice is always open. At least time can be described and recounted according to these
two perspectives. One perspective orders time according to the causality of things,
and the other orders time according to the spontaneity of a consciousness. Thus the
novelist is able to choose the most appropriate means to indicate time, depending on
whether he writes a story of a consciousness or a story of the world. Wherever he puts
the accent, he strives to restore to time, within the world that he represents, the allure
which it possesses for him in the real world. And he cannot entirely sacrifice the expres-
sion of objective time. Even if the time of the story is nothing but an objectified time
and consequently is unable to claim ontological priority, it is nonetheless the means by
which we gain access to a subjective time and to a necessary aspect of duration as well.
A novelist like Faulkner, who abuses chronology (symbolized by Quentin’s watch-
smashing in The Sound and the Fury) in order to reveal the inanity of a present which is
always the replica of a past and has meaning only in reference to the past, cannot
prevent the reader from putting time in order so that he can recognize himself in it and
give an objective meaning to the lived categories of before and after. Moreover, the
novelist himself must provide the means for this act of ordering, e.g., by utilizing
grammatical moods. It is due to our ability to reconstitute an objective structure of
lived time that what is represented in a novel appears to have the density of a world.

The same holds true for all the representational arts. Each one makes certain privi-
leged objects comply with an over-all scheme and places behind these objects backdrop
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which gives them, in contrast, more consistency and at the same time the indetermin-
acy of a world. Undoubtedly this backdrop itself can be minutely represented, as in the
novels of Balzac, in early Flemish canvases, and in palaces surrounded by gardens in
the French style. Such art neglects only what is intentionally omitted. The same preci-
sion attests to an effort to associate the world with the represented object in order to
force the world into the structure of the work. One may say that this is a naive effort.
Does not a uniform background, an Elizabethan setting, suffice? Why encumber the
aesthetic object and make it compete with the real? The setting [le décor], particularly
in the theater, serves a double function. One function can be emphasized more than the
other, but neither should be wholly neglected. The setting surrounds and delimits the
aesthetic object in its sensuous body, and it gives to the represented object the aureole
of a world.

In drama, as in the novel, the characters who live before me are also bound up in a
world. In Racine’s play, Phaedra, the daughter of Minos and Pasiphaé, is caught up in
that dark Dionysiac universe in which Theseus, the heroic founder of cities who is freed
from the Labyrinth, triumphs, but which condemns her to the infernal gods. Not only
do I know of this world: I see it. Phaedra moves in a setting, but the setting signifies
much more than it represents. Behind the palace suggested by a porch, a city exists for
me from which noises sometimes arise in the wings. Indeed, all of Greece is present, as
well as the distant shores — though no more distant for me than for Phaedra — where
the survivor Theseus disembarks. But it is not necessary — in fact, it is impossible — that
this fabulous geography be offered to the eye. It suffices if it is suggested to the mind by
the indications of the text. Thus the signification remains for the most part confined to
spoken words. One may here establish a comparison between the setting in the theater
and in the film. In the theater, the words are what order the setting and give it its
profound truth. It is not at all necessary that the setting create the illusion of reality,
since it need only please the eye. Thus it need not compete with the dramatic object, for
it is not empowered to constitute in itself an autonomous pictorial or architectural
aesthetic object. However lively and pleasant the colors are, they do not possess
the dignity of colors in an authentic painting. One covers the set with distempered
paint, using the same elementary technique as the house painter. Moreover, the scene
designer has no right to use stone, only cardboard and stucco. The setting, in principle,
signifies only through the text which it is entrusted to illustrate.” In other words, the
world of the dramatic work is as much presented to the mind as it is to the senses. It
suffices to make only a discreet allusion to the senses, filling them up effortlessly rather
than exciting them. For the scenery must not divert the eye from the actor. The scenery
acts as a costume for him rather than as a geographical landmark. One of its functions
can be seen in the kind of scenery which Christian Bérard composed for Don Juan and
which involved the division of technical space to regulate the movements of the actors
and the unfolding of the action. The setting is to the actor what the stadium is to the
athlete or the race track to the horseman. At the same time, the setting encloses the
space of the stage, separating it from the wings more strictly than from the audience.
The setting is to the play what the frame is to the painting, though it also continues to
function as the background. This is particularly evident in the ballet, where the dancers
create, through their posture and their grouping, plastic shapes which often serve as
a background for a solo or a duet and which themselves need a framework in order to
be consolidated and to produce their effect. The setting is the framework of the
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performance [représentation] before becoming the framework of the represented object.
It delimits the choreographic space before opening the space of the world where the
action unfolds in the ballet. A few curtains suffice for this delimitation, unless the
setting is more intimately associated with the aesthetic object.

The setting in the case of film is different. In fact, certain shots can stand out like a
tableau — indeed, are sometimes specifically inspired by a pictorial work, so that the
setting is first of all the means of framing the composition. Care in composition is
required more or less explicitly in all visual art — architecture is the chief example. But
the vocation of the cinema that corresponds to its technical possibilities is one that uses
all the resources of the image in order to extend the field of representation to the
dimensions of the world. Then the represented world, especially in exterior shots, gains
the breadth which Van Eyck or Breughel present in their painting without their precise
detail. In film, the setting assumes more responsibility than the spoken word for pre-
senting the represented world, since the spoken word cannot have the same importance
on the screen that it does on the stage. That which the text says, the screen is always
able to show. This does not mean, however, that the value of the film’s scenery is
measured by its ability to create illusion. In fact, the cinema has taken over all the
tricks of perspective that painting has abandoned. Trompe-I'@il is king in the cinema.
The height of film art is all too often to make the corner of a studio hold a city. It uses
miniatures of houses rapidly diminishing in size to obtain a truncated perspective. If
necessary, it places extras in the background, among the houses with reduced dimen-
sions — small children ridiculously dressed up in mustaches. Are these artifices still art?
In this respect, film, so often eager to imitate the theater, may have something to learn
from the latter. Without going to the extent of installing a prompter’s box in a corner
of the image, film should remember that art must never be ashamed of its medium and
of its limits. Film can enlarge our vision without having to deceive us.

In other words, even when it is used to connect a world with the represented action,
the setting must be selective and not try to show too much. Moreover, it always acts as
some sort of frame. The setting limits the world which it evokes to the dimensions of
the aesthetic object, closing it off as much as opening it up. Thus, if the represented
world is an image of the real world, it is an image which is inevitably and voluntarily
mutilated. That which the work gives us of the real world is only what is necessary to
situate the characters or to illuminate the action. Its purpose is not so much to repre-
sent a world as to single out some determinate and meaningful object from within it,
making this object its property and taking us back to it untiringly. In practical percep-
tion the horizon is like a challenge which we must take up, or like a question to which
knowledge will provide an answer through an investigation that gradually moves it
back. But the world which is the backdrop of the aesthetic object, instead of soliciting
our attention, directs it immediately to the foreground, to the essential. Crete, reeking
with the blood of the Minotaur, interests us only as a means of understanding Phaedra.
The city which spreads out toward an enormous horizon in Van Eyck’s Madonna
with Chancellor Rollin requires only a sidelong look from us. Like the landscape of
high rocks behind the Mona Lisa, the city is there only to offer the Madonna the same
homage that we are supposed to give her. Thus the represented world is not truly a
world by itself in the sense that the real world is. It cannot compete with the real world
insofar as: (a) the represented world claims (and we agree to apply to it) the norm of
objectivity; (b) one seeks in the represented world the image or the interpretation of the
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real world; and (c¢) the real world itself is conceived as an objective world which is the
measure of all objectivity. If the aesthetic object offers us a world, it is in another
manner and according to a mode which should be common to all of the arts, represen-
tational or not.

(b) The expressed world

The represented world does not allow us to speak yet of a world of the work which is
original and singular. Undoubtedly it is a world distinct from the real world, with all
the distance which separates the real from the represented. But it still imitates the real
world, even if it is fantastic, since it always forms identifiable objects with the help of
elements borrowed from the real, as studies on creative imagination have clearly
shown. That is why works which do not raise themselves to the level of expression
exhaust their entire ambition in copying the real. In contrast, if the work shuns imita-
tion and constitutes an original creation on the level of representation itself, it is
through its desire to be expressive, and, as we shall see, it is the expressed world which
animates the represented world.

Moreover, the represented world is not truly a world. It is not self-sufficient; it is
indeterminate. This is not only because it is represented and not real but also because it
is incomplete. The work by itself affords us only sparse information about itself. How-
ever much we may know about this world and however precise our descriptions of it,
there is always a beyond, just as there is a third dimension absent from a painting
which the imagination tries vainly to fill out by lengthening and enriching the appear-
ance. Undoubtedly this indeterminacy is characteristic of the world. It is that which
escapes apprehension and cannot be totalized. It is the possibility of a perpetual pro-
gress or a labor of Sisyphus. Space and time, which form its structure, are the source of
its indeterminacy. But we must add something else to this negative cosmology. What is
the source of our ability to speak of a world if we are doomed to this infinite disorder,
continually forced to relate one object to another? We must somehow obtain the idea
of a possible totality, a unity for the indefinite. Within the objective world which sci-
ence seeks to master, we may think that the idea of such unity comes from the very
principle of unification. That which assures the unity of the world — that which allows
one to think of a world — is the fact that all things are equally subsumed under the
conditions of objectivity. What determines the indeterminate is, at the least, the fact
that it is indefinitely determinable. Is this fact the source of the idea of world? We shall
see. In any event, it cannot be the source for the idea of a world proper to the aesthetic
object. We do not perceive the aesthetic object under the sign of determinism, that is,
by confining to the understanding the task of pursuing indefinitely the unification of
the world. It is deficient works — the ones that offer only an incoherent representation —
which hand over to the understanding the chore of ordering the elements which they
offer. Genuine works, even when they baffle the understanding, bear in themselves the
principle of their unity. Their unity is both the perceived unity of the appearance as
rigorously composed and the felt unity of a world represented by the appearance or,
rather, emanating from it in such a way that what is represented itself signifies totality
and is converted into a world.

What is the source of the unity by which the expressed is able to assume the shape of
a world? We already know, from the fact that the consciousness of the artist is
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expressed through it, since there can be expression only of a subjectivity (and that is
why we are able to identify the world of the aesthetic object and the world of the
creator; the creator as revealed by the work is the guarantee of what the work reveals).
The unity of an atmosphere is thus the unity of a Weltanschauung; its coherence is the
coherence of a characteristic or quality. This Weltanschauung is not a doctrine but
rather the vital metaphysical element in all men, the way of being in the world which
reveals itself in a personality. We are not surprised that it can turn itself into a world,
the world of an aesthetic object, since each man already radiates a world. There is a
nimbus of joy around the joyous man. We say of another that he exudes boredom. The
effect is such that ordinary objects can change their appearance through the mere
presence of someone. But while expression ordinarily remains indistinct, its world
blurred, the aesthetic object expresses the world of the artist with greater power and
precision and gives it bulk and unity.

Therefore, a higher principle of unity comes to the aesthetic object from the fact that
it is capable of expression, that is, from the fact that it signifies not only by representing
but, through that which it represents, by producing in the perceiver a certain impres-
sion. Thus the aesthetic object manifests a certain quality which words cannot translate
but which communicates itself in arousing a feeling. This quality proper to the work —
to the works of a single creator or to a single style — is a world atmosphere. How is it
produced? Through the ensemble from which it emanates. All the elements of the
represented world conspire to produce it, according to their mode of representation.
Take the novel, for example. It evokes a world. In its way, the novel establishes a setting
in which characters evolve (with the reservation that, except in certain classical novels
that are not entirely set free from the theater, the setting is only for us; for the character,
it is a context to which he is dialectically bound). But the setting, the characters, and
the events which are recounted, with varying degrees of emphasis, are chosen by the
novelist, set apart from the undetermined story or outline in order to produce a certain
total effect. Moreover, the precise intention which presides over that choice matters
little. Whether the novelist wished to demonstrate the motives of a character in show-
ing the hero subject to various tests, wished to sketch a sort of fresco, or simply wished
to tell a story, the work, if it is successful, manifests a unity which transcends the detail
of the representations. In one instance, the unity will proceed less from the unity of a
character than from the unity of a life, a unity resulting from the indefinable resem-
blance between the actions of one man and thus between the situations in which he is
caught and the visages which the world offers to him. In another instance, the unity
will arise from a certain allure, from a rhythm common to events, from a style of the
world as creating a style of life and not the converse — as in the swarming of bewildered
insects in the incoherent universe of Dos Passos, or in the indifferent cruelty of Zola’s
universe regulated by laws which no Providence promulgates or amends, or in the
proliferation of a voluntaristic world in Balzac’s works. In still another case, the unity
will proceed from the very rhythm of the story, as in the ardent or peaceful breathing
of a world which hardens into fatality in the short stories of de Maupassant. In every
instance, the choice of the novelist is justified by an identical result, that of producing a
certain total effect like that which painters obtain (so obviously that there is no need to
stress it) by the rigor with which they harmonize the values and colors of a
composition.

What we have said of the setting can now be reconsidered in the light of the idea of
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the work’s unity. The scenery in a play contributes to creating a world, first by
enlarging the perspectives of the presentation, by giving a horizon to the represented
objects as well as a framework for the actors. But, while assuming this indispensable
function, the scenery is also able to combine more directly with the work by participat-
ing in its expressive function. Consider a setting like that of Bérard for Les Bonnes.
Because it is presented as stuffy, sumptuous, and suffocating, an apartment is able to
become the principal personage in a play. So, too, is a forest filled with mystery,
especially when contrasted with the liberating sea, as Valentine Hugo has demon-
strated in the case of Pelléas et Mélisande.® In such instances, the affective quality of
the world matters more than its geography. Things are no longer a mere locus of
action, they truly have a meaning by themselves — a meaning which is not their
utilitarian meaning. They are aestheticized. The scenery ceases to decorate because it
has undertaken the responsibility of expressing the world rather than leaving it to the
care of the text. (However, the scenery must remain scenery and avoid deception; itself
aestheticized, it belongs to the world of the work and not to the natural world.) The
same is true for the architectural setting. If it is the real world which is annexed by the
monument, it is more easily converted into an expressed world than into a represented
world. For the architectural monument introduces us into a world of its own. Un-
doubtedly, the elements of this world are less easily distinguished from one another
than those of the world of the play. Just as the real mingles with the aesthetic, so that
which is represented — for example, the architectural signification, the historical context
evoked by the style — mingles with what is expressed: nobility, fervor, majesty, tranquil-
lity. Not to know the interior life of the architectural monument is to refuse it aesthetic
quality. Versailles speaks to us through the rigor of its layout, the elegant equilibrium
of its proportions, the discreet pomp of its embellishment, the delicate color of the
stone. Its pure and measured voice expresses order and clarity and sovereign urbanity
in the very countenance of stone. In such a building, man gains stature and solidity
by the majesty which resounds in him, rebuking all dissonant emotion like a perfect
harmony. And the surroundings — the park, the sky, and even the town — which the
palace annexes and aestheticizes speak the same language. The setting is like a bass
accompaniment to the clear voice of the monument.

Expression thus establishes a singular world. It is not the unity of a perceivable
space, of an addable sum; it is not a unity which can be grasped from the outside,
surveyed, and defined. It proceeds from an internal cohesion which is amenable only to
the logic of feeling. The unity manifests itself both in what it integrates and in what it
excludes. To see what it excludes, let us consider the problems posed by the mingling of
genres. When we say that a certain tragic art, like that of Racine, excludes the comic,
we mean that the world expressed by the tragedy is a closed world. It is open through
the indefinite multiplicity of objects that is able to qualify, but closed — closed inwardly,
so to speak, and according to the internal requirements of cohesion — because of what
it rejects. And who is the judge of it? How is it possible, except through feeling, to
condemn the false notes or to approve the harmony? That is why the problem of the
unity of style is unable to receive an objectively and universally valid solution. But,
when the work is done, one does know whether there is a unified feeling such as one
experiences upon arriving in a coherent world, in a world which is truly a world. And it
is notable that, if the internal unity is missing, there is no longer any expressiveness.
There are only represented objects, which may be interesting or tedious but which are
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so diverse that they no longer form a world. This is the case in certain of
Hugo’s melodramas, or in those novels which ‘end well’ in order to please the reader.
The danger is great, especially for composite works.” Moreover, the unity of the
expressed world must include as much elasticity as rigor, perhaps because it is not
ratified by an explicit logic. That the expression is total does not imply repetition or
monotony. The cruel can alternate with the tender, as the tragic sometimes does with
the comic, without destroying the unity of expression. Tenderness and buffoonery
in Mozart’s Abduction from the Seraglio form a precious mixture that constitutes a
world of smiling liberty where the action delivers love from agony and restores it to
innocence. Similarly, the sublime and the vulgar combine to form a world which one
can only call Homeric. Just as different modes of behavior of the same man, provided
that the behavior is not superficial and mechanical, possess an indefinable resemblance
which attests to the reality of the person, so too in the same novel different scenes with
different characters can exhibit, beyond their diversity, a subtle resemblance, like
objects subject to the same illumination or movements transfigured by the same emo-
tion. Such resemblance is the seal of the creator. It is also perceptible among the
movements of a suite or a sonata. It is a long way from a minuet to a jig, from an
adagio to a presto, and yet, in the presence of great works, we feel the unity of an
atmosphere for which it would be vain to seek the reason in a thematic structure (as we
would for cyclical works). The atmosphere changes and yet remains the same, sustain-
ing a kind of organic development which does not change its essence. If the Ninth
Symphony possesses such prestige, it is perhaps because of the admirable movement
from a muted atmosphere in the beginning to a joyous sense of triumphant and
fraternal freedom at the end — while passing through a frantic and then measured
scherzo and a meditative adagio, without which the force of the movement would be
broken and the spiritual unity destroyed.

Because expression is as much a principle of integration as of exclusion, we must say
further that the expressed world clearly has the volume of a world. Like the Einsteinian
universe, it is both finite and unlimited. It has an atmosphere that diffuses itself, not
because it is ungraspable, but because it has the positive power of extending itself
beyond the particular objects of which it is the quality and of drawing other objects to
it in order to disclose itself through them. This atmosphere is like the spilled wine of
which the poet speaks, which requires an entire sea in order to manifest its inexhaust-
ible power of coloration.® The soft, delicate tranquillity which is expressed by the
interiors of Vermeer is not contained between the walls which the painting encloses. It
radiates upon an infinity of absent objects and constitutes the visage of a world of
which it is the potentiality.’ Thus the world of the aesthetic object certainly has the
essential world-property of being open. But it is in intension rather than in extension,
or, as we shall say, in depth. The world of the aesthetic object is not indefinite in the
way that space and time are — in a mechanical way which becomes evident whenever
one wishes to give it an objective representation. Rather, it is indefinite in the sense of a
potentiality which no actualization can exhaust. It is an indefinite possibility of objects
which are linked and reconciled by a common quality, as a sound is pregnant with
innumerable harmonic overtones. In this respect, the aesthetic object has the dimen-
sions of a world, dimensions which defy measurement not because there is always more
to measure but because there is nothing yet to measure. This world is not crowded with
objects; it precedes them. It is like a faint light in which they are revealed and in which
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everything that is perceptible in this light is disclosed — or, if one prefers, like an
atmosphere in which all those things that can display themselves are revealed.

Thus the world of the aesthetic object is not yet structured in accordance with space
and time but is rather the potentiality of space and time — as it is of objects as well. It
cannot possess an objective space and time, since there is objectivity only in relation to
objects which serve to order such space and time. Here we are not yet on the level
of objects which the work can represent. Nor does the world of the aesthetic object
possess a lived space and time. For space and time are lived only by appealing to
objective space and time and through individual consciousnesses, and in the expressed
world we fall short of represented personages. This is why we must try to catch space
and time at their roots, where they are different from what they are in the represented
world — a world for which they may lay the foundation. For representation as such
flattens out space and above all stops time. Time as represented is time comprehended,
and one can comprehend time only by invoking chronology. That is why the novelist
often chooses the lazy solution of merely following chronology. At any rate, if the
novel is incapable of expressing time, tricks designed to make living time appear, such
as those which appear in Pouillon’s analysis, are in vain. We return in the end to
chronology.”® For objective time to become animated, we must feel it spread through
the aesthetic object, the aesthetic object must itself become temporal, and we must
take charge of this temporality. We shall explore later in more detail the idea that the
aesthetic object is able to be the source of its own time and space. This idea is posed to
us now under another aspect, namely, that in expressing a world the aesthetic object
already expresses a preobjective space and time as this world. And it is certainly the
same idea, since the aesthetic object is capable of expression only in terms of its being.
If it expresses space and time, this is because it is capable of spatializing and temporal-
izing in some way and not simply because it represents space and time objectively
defined. Nor is it the case that the aesthetic object locates itself through its matter in
the space and time of the ordinary world. Rather, the aesthetic object is the covert
source of a space and time of its own.

In fact, the aesthetic object clearly manifests such space and time in its expression.
The architectural monument has a grandeur or a loftiness incommensurable with its
surface or its height. The symphony or the novel has a rhythm, a force, or a restraint of
which an objective measure like the metronome gives only an impoverished image. We
should realize that, in seeking to grasp expression, we disclose an unpopulated world,
one which is only the promise of a world. The space and time which we find there are
not structures of an organized world but qualities of an expressed world which is a
prelude to knowledge. We already have this experience in the real world, where the first
determinations of space and time — the far and the near, the absent and the present, the
repeatable and the irrevocable — appear to us in impatience, dreaming, nostalgia, aston-
ishment, and repulsion. In this way space is animated and hollowed out, and we
respond to it through movement or through a plan, the rough draft of a movement.
And it is thus that the aesthetic object possesses a spatiality of its own. In the presence
of the Winged Victory, we are at first aware of an animated atmosphere of wind and of
upward movement, creating a space which is that of taking flight and which has the
dimensions of an ethereal world. The space of the garret where the dancer Babilée
struggles like an animal caught in a trap (in the ballet staged by Roland Petit, Le Jeune
Homme et la mort) is a closed and asphyxiating space which only death is able to open
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up and join to the horizons of the city, to the everyday life illuminated by the Eiffel
Tower. Similarly, in Mallarmé’s work, the feeling of emptiness which is communicated
to us by the mysterious and chilling aspect of the verse hollows out space as the locus
of a perpetual absence, and this emptiness precedes the being through which it speaks.

But it is above all time, in its preobjective form, which the aesthetic object manifests
in its expression. There is (and we shall return to this point) a duration peculiar to the
musical object. This duration is always movement, a movement which includes the
movement of a soul fascinated by sound and immersed in a certain atmosphere.
Objective time is still only an external means for the object to manifest this internal
temporality of a world without objects or referents, and yet a world which is recogniz-
able and imperiously offered. The titles of the movements or the indications of the
tempo exhibit both the quality of the duration for the listener and the cadence of the
rhythm for the performer — in short, the means of using the objective time which is like
the prime matter of the work. In the literary work, there is likewise a temporality of the
atmosphere that emanates from the peculiar style of the narrative and is independent
of historical time. The rhythm of Macbeth is precipitate, whereas the action is spread
out over years — twenty years, according to the chronicles on which the play is based.
The rhythm of Joyce’s Ulysses is extremely slow, whereas the action unfolds in twenty-
four hours. Thus the atmosphere, depending on whether it is tragic or liberated, light or
heavy, cheerful or suffocating, suggests a duration which shrinks or slackens, drags or
quickens. Undoubtedly, if the expressed belongs inevitably to the represented, one
could say that the duration is a function of the way in which the represented characters
live time. Because Macbeth is fascinated, then corrupted, by crime, his will hurls him
toward his own destruction; the fall of a soul into the snare of fatality is thus a move-
ment uniformly accelerated. It is Macbeth’s time — that of the evil project which he
forms and of which he is captive, caught in its trap like the consciousness of a dreamer
— which guides the theatrical time. Similarly, it is Bloom’s time which guides the rhythm
of the novel, a way of living without the future in an inconsistent universe whose only
truth lies in a past which is more legendary than historical and which one recounts
instead of repeating. But, conversely, one can say that there is a temporality of the
tragic or of the aesthetic, that is, a temporality of the atmosphere which governs repre-
sented space and time and prepares us to grasp the space and time lived by the char-
acters and even a sense of objective space and time. In truth, if there is a time peculiar
to the work, it is not easily distinguishable from the time represented in the work. And
yet the distinction is necessary, since represented time is a time which is said or shown
but is not lived. At the limit, represented time is a time without temporalization, an
arrested time such as we find in a painting representing dawn or twilight, or in Leconte
de Lisle’s poem, ‘Midi, roi des étés.’ It is time as an object, a time which is no longer
time. Expressed time, in contrast, is a genuine time, since it is truly lived and grasped
by the spectator capable of associating himself with the aesthetic object. It is in the
spectator that the atmosphere temporalizes itself, that the quality of the world awakens
the promise of time. In fact, the spectator experiences this temporality only because
he also participates in the historical time which the characters live. Conversely, the
spectator participates in historical time only because he is taken up in the atmosphere
and is sensitive to its own duration.
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(c) The represented world and the expressed world

The fact that it is difficult to distinguish between these two types of time, the nascent
temporality in the expressed world and the time of the represented object, alerts us to
the close relationship established between the expressed and the represented. We have
said both that the expressed is like the effect of the represented and that the expressed
precedes and heralds the represented. Both propositions are true. The relation of the
expressed and the represented can be compared with that of the a priori and the a
posteriori. The expressed is, as it were, the possibility of the represented, and the
represented is the reality of the expressed. Together with the style which gives them
body, they compose the world of the aesthetic object. We shall confirm this when we
examine the structure of the aesthetic object since in it the signification is immanent in
the sign. Meanwhile, we shall concentrate on the element of signification in order to
specify the relationship between the represented and the expressed.

The verb ‘to express’ requires a subject, and in the present case the subject is the
work. It is the work which expresses. Yet the work is first of all that which it represents.
For this reason, the unity of the expression also depends on the represented objects —
which tells us as well that the reflection attached to those objects will be an indispens-
able moment of aesthetic experience. In arts that are wholly representational in
character, represented objects have a primary place, and it appears that they bear the
expression in themselves and in such a way that we can read it directly. There is a world
of Hamlet on the condition that the drama recount a story in which the characters
meet, and events link up, in a certain setting. All the features furnished by the creator
are here the witnesses and guardians of the expressed world, for example, the cock and
donkey of Chagall, the dishonest soubrettes of Moliére, the elongated bodies of El
Greco. In the case of the writer, it is a matter of his key words, the system of images
peculiar to him, and the arsenal of his adjectives (though he is not always so poverty-
stricken in this regard as claims the professor in Giraudoux’s Juliette au pays des
hommes). With his treasure of words, the writer strives not so much to describe or
mimic a pre-existing world as to evoke a world re-created by him."" All that is repre-
sented or suggested in this fashion signifies beyond the explicit meaning, as a word
does in terms of its intonation. But it signifies still more radically, because the affective
coefficient with which the magic of style endows the representation not only tends to
emphasize the meaning but also to free it. The represented object becomes a symbol,
but a symbol that is not swallowed up in an external signification (as happens in alle-
gory), since this object does not pretend to translate a concept whose comprehension
would render it useless. The represented object is not a springboard which one aban-
dons at the moment of leaping from the sensuous to the intelligible. The expressed
world is not another world but the expansion of represented objects to the dimensions
of a world. When Valéry sings of the palm, a world opens to us where everything is
palmlike — softly curved and fecund, patient, and rich with the grace of gesture and
fulfillment.”” But in the nonrepresentational arts, the work is expressive through
the form of the sensuous, and the reading of expression cannot traverse the level of
representation. This conclusion brings us to the second, and essential, form of the
relationship between the expressed and the represented.

For the represented world has, conversely, need of the expressed world. More specif-
ically, represented objects constitute a world only on the condition that the expression

141



MIKEL DUFRENNE

present a unity in multiplicity, somewhat like Claude Bernard’s notion of a controlling
idea which presides over the constitution of an organism. This primacy of the
expressed is explicable in two propositions. First, it gives rise to represented objects.
We have said that the atmosphere was produced by the objects, and we must now add
that the objects are produced by the atmosphere. The paradox of this dialectical
relationship tends to be blunted if one restricts oneself to the example of a nonrepre-
sentational art like music, for then only one of the terms is entirely true. Musical
expression does not result from represented objects. On the contrary, musical expres-
sion tends to arouse representations in the form of images which are often undesirable
and which are a way for the atmosphere to crystallize into a world. This happens
needlessly, because the work does not require it and the expressed world should suffice
by itself. We even risk losing sight of the multitude of imaginary objects. But we must
add that imagination is not responsible for this temptation — to which, however, it
easily succumbs. Expression naturally solicits representation as a complement, yet
expression is able to do without representation. This solicitation is authorized, on the
contrary, in representational arts, where, paradoxically, the atmosphere seems to give
rise to the represented world. Is this not what Malraux wishes to say in terms of the
psychology of creation when he writes, in reference to Faulkner’s Sanctuary, ‘1 would
be not at all surprised if . . . the work were for him, not a story of which the unfolding
determines tragic situations, but, on the contrary, a story born of tragedy, of the
opposition and the crushing of unknown persons, and if the imagination serves only to
lead logically from the characters to this original situation’?'* Aesthetic experience
confirms this observation. It is often through a certain atmosphere into which we are
initially thrown that we apprehend the represented object. In the theater, for example,
the first scenes directly instill in us a certain emotion which orients our entire com-
prehension. It is not sufficient that a problem be posed or an intrigue outlined, for it is
also necessary that there be communicated to us a certain world-quality within which
the problem or intrigue takes on meaning.

In other words, the expressed has primacy in a second sense. It transfigures the
represented and confers on it a meaning through which it becomes inexhaustible — an
inexhaustibility differing from that which it enjoys within reality. One may believe that
this transformation occurs through the object’s becoming unreal by being transported
into the work, as if one were transplanting it, like a living species. To be sure, this
conversion from the real to the unreal is important. We have already ascertained its
effects in speaking of the innocuous character of the represented object. We may add
here that the techniques peculiar to each art, the material conditions of the representa-
tion, are able to alter the shape of the object and even its affective character. One
knows, for example, how in film a quite insignificant object is able to move us — a tear
becomes unbearable, simply because its presence on the screen is unexpected and
insistent. But in the present case, it is a matter of a metamorphosis which does not
derive from material conditions but from the fact that the represented object is inte-
grated into a new world. Heidegger says that ‘Being is unable to manifest itself in any
fashion if it is unable to find some way of entering into a world.”'* It is through the
transcendence of Dasein that this Urgeschichte is realized. One can say that the same
unexpected event happens to the represented object, imparting to the aesthetic object
something like the transcendence of Dasein. To express is to transcend toward a mean-
ing, and the luminescence of the meaning — the quality of the atmosphere — gives rise
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to a new countenance for the object. What strange fragrance the fleurs-de-lis of
medieval Annunciations take on in illuminating an immediately present world of
purity and faith! And when it is Rimbaud who evokes illuminated manuscripts in the
secret and amazing world which is peculiar to them, with what color they adorn them-
selves! Even the cinema in this way can convert the objects which it represents, and
not only by exiling them on the screen. One thinks of the furnishings of a room in
Rune Hagberg’s astonishing film, Aprés le crépuscule vient la nuit. And we must go
even farther. Not only does expression confer on what is represented that ‘aura,” in
Focillon’s term, by which it becomes expressive (it is understood that the relation is
dialectical, and that at the same time it is because what is represented is expressive that
there is an expression). Furthermore, expression consecrates that which is objective in
what is represented, that in it which imitates the real. It is because we are sensitive to
that which the palm in Valéry’s poem expresses, to that surplus of meaning with which
it is charged, that we go straight to its vegetable existence, perceive its fullness, glimpse
its solemn and peaceful curve, and make it truly a palm for us. When Rimbaud writes,
‘O seasons, O castles!” in order to express the world of the helpless and miserable soul
in a universe too full and too beautiful — to which the soul can become equal only in an
act of denial — then seasons and castles are there in all their glory." It is in like manner
that the space and time of the novel or of theater can become veridical. They are
objective at the level of the represented, but we have observed that the novelist can
experiment with this objectivity without obscuring or annulling it (and thereby
depriving space and time of their most pregnant meaning). For space and time form
the matrix of the world insofar as the world is external to us and resists us. The novelist
experiments in order to animate space and time, allowing us to seize again, on the level
of expression, the movement through which they originally reveal the subject. The
temporality or spatiality which the aesthetic object expresses, both by its structure and
through the contrivances of representation, and with which the spectator is invited to
associate himself, establish rather than destroy the objectivity of represented space and
time and thus bring about the intelligibility of the narrative. Similarly, an adjective can
found a substantive, creating an object by means of the expression which the adjective
confers on the substantive — unless the substantive, poetically employed, contains its
own adjective in the way that a sound vibrates with its harmonic overtones. The
expressed thus confirms the represented in its objective being. The expressed founds the
represented while at the same time being founded on it.

In short, the expressed world is like the soul of the represented world, which is, as it
were, its body. The relationship which unites them renders them inseparable, and it is
together that they constitute the world of the aesthetic object — a world through which
this object gains depth. And it is due to their conjugal status that we are able to define
the world of a work or of a creator in terms of what it contains. We can say that the
world of Balzac is defined by a given social group in which a certain character circu-
lates, or that the world of Cézanne is Provence, an osseous and ardent land, a land of
persons who have the motionless opacity of that land. But then we must not forget that
there is still another factor — that these landscapes, natural or human, express a certain
vision of the world, composing an atmosphere to which a nonrepresentational art like
music gives us direct access. In short, the world of the work is a finite but unlimited
totality, a totality which the work shows through both its form and its content, while
soliciting reflection as well as feeling. This world is the work itself, considered not in its
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immediate and meaningless reality as a mute thing without a soul but as a thing which
surpasses itself toward its meaning — that is, as a quasi subject.

(d) The objective world and the world of the aesthetic object

One question still remains in abeyance, whether it is legitimate to use the term ‘world’
in order to designate that which the aesthetic object signifies, in particular the surplus
of meaning by which the expressed overflows the represented. We have not inquired
into the extent to which the world of the aesthetic object testifies to the objective world.
We shall have to confront the problem later, when we inquire about the truth of the
aesthetic object. But now we must justify the use we have already made of the notion
of world. One objection is likely to be raised immediately — is this notion not applicable
exclusively to the real? Is there not in the end a single world, the one in which represen-
tations and significations are given? Is not a world which is a function of signs a myth?
For the understanding, the only world is the objective world. And reason, even if it is
responsible for the idea of the world — the ‘cosmological idea’ — only carries under-
standing to its limit. Furthermore, an existential conception of the world which subjec-
tifies it in linking it to the work of art, and through the latter to a concrete subject,
would be nonsense. Must we accept this objection? That the world of the work is not a
real world, in the sense that the objects among which I live are real, is evident. But for
all that, does it deserve the title of world?

First of all, we may observe with Jaspers that the notion of an objective and total
world is unspecifiable. As soon as I analyze it, I discover that it returns me to my own
world, the world where I am and that I am — a world which is for me at one and the
same time a correlate and a destiny. The earth is both the planet that revolves around
the sun according to astronomy and the earth which sustains me (‘precious firmness, o
feeling of the earth!”) and which, as Husserl says, ‘does not, qua Urarché, move.” Thus
4f I speak of “the world,” I immediately allude to two worlds which remain in spite of
all distinctions.”'® It is notable that science itself meets with this ambiguity (and has on
occasion pointed it out to philosophers) when it finds itself obliged to renounce the
idea of an objective world which is unique and universal. Indeed, biologists, and even
sociologists who follow suit, orient their investigations towards the world as environ-
ment, as that which constitutes living beings, but also as that which is constituted by
them through an irreducible reciprocal causality. It is here that we encounter the notion
of a world which we can call ‘subjective’ in order to oppose it to an impersonal object-
ive world which could be known only by a disembodied reason and which natural
science strives to elaborate. But it is necessary to recall that, for the individual who lives
it, his world is by no means subjective. It is real, pressing, and irreducible. For this
reason, when reflection discovers such a world, it can no longer accord a monopoly to
the objective world, the world that physics, or rather the metaphysics of nature in
Kant’s sense, knows. This ‘subjective’ world is neither the true world with respect to
which other worlds would be only illusory nor the total world of which the others
would be mere parts. On the contrary, it derives its value from the fact that it is deeply
rooted in the human experience of the world which is the common world of coexist-
ence. The world of the subject is not a subjectified world but a world in which and on
which the subject harmonizes with other subjects. Such a subject is not an inalienable
subjectivity but an existence ‘given to itself.’'” Thus this world appeals to an objective
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treatment which makes it appear as common to all subjects and thereby rejects the
claims of the solipsistic cogito — in short, it appeals to science. But not even science
challenges the initial experience of the subjective world. On the one hand, to the degree
that science gets rid of its prejudice of scientism, it takes the subjective world seriously.
Ought not the biologist who studies the spider’s world in relation to its behavior have a
feeling for its world through a kind of sympathy with the spider? In any case, such
sympathy is quite evident when the question is, for the psychiatrist, that of grasping the
perceptual field of a patient, as in Gelb’s analysis of Schneider, or, for the sociologist,
that of grasping the cultural field of the primitive.'"® On the other hand, it is possible
that the reflection which is associated with a properly objective world is experienced
only on the condition of first feeling it. Of course, reflection is conscious of feeling
only to reject it, and the objections of Valéry and Pascal to this strategy of reflection
pertain. But perhaps it was first necessary to contemplate the sky and be frightened by
the silence of infinite spaces in order to conceive subsequently the astronomical
world." Similarly, it may be necessary first to feel chemical bodies, even at the price of
the deviations with which imagination exploits this feeling, in order later to constitute a
positive chemistry.”” And when the theory of relativity teaches us that, by virtue of the
mechanical equivalence of rest and uniform rectilinear transformation as stated by the
principle of identity, all observation is dependent on the observer, such a theory
appears to give a scientific transposition of the idea that all apprehension of a world is
linked to a feeling of the world.

The objective world thus has no other prerogative than that of being the limit
toward which each subjective world tends when the latter ceases being lived in order to
be thought. It is an unspecifiable limit, because thought is always the thought of some-
one and is brought forth from an initial experience.”' It is in the subjective world, then,
that we must seek the root of the notion of the world and the fundamental relation of
the world to a subjectivity — a subjectivity which is not a pure transcendental subjectiv-
ity, but precisely a subjectivity that defines itself by its relation to a world through the
style of its being in the world. And it is thus that the idea of a world peculiar to the
aesthetic object is justified as the expression of a creative subjectivity.

In fact, if we now stop short of the distinction between the subjective and the object-
ive, what does the idea of the world signify? Kant tells us that it is an idea of reason
which presupposes the establishment by understanding of an order among phenom-
ena. For reason ‘applies itself to understanding . . . being the faculty which secures the
unity of the rules of understanding under principles.”” So close is the relation with
understanding that Kant, after having said that ‘the pure concepts of reason . . . which
are transcendental ideas . . . are imposed by the very nature of reason itself,’” adds that
‘pure and transcendental concepts can issue only from the understanding; reason does
not really generate any concept; the most it can do is to fiee a concept of understanding
from the unavoidable limitations of possible experience,® so that the transcendental
ideas are ‘simply categories extended to the unconditioned.”” Thus the idea of the
world is strictly unconditioned: ‘What reason is really seeking ... is solely the
unconditioned.”* The idea of the totality of phenomena is only an application and an
illustration of the idea of a primordial unity. It is because ‘this unconditioned is always
contained in the absolute totality of the series as represented in imagination’ that
‘reason here adopts the method of starting from the idea of totality, though what it
really has in view is the unconditioned.”” Thus the unconditioned is not the last member
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of a series, the final and inaccessible object of representation. Rather, it is the soul of
the series, that by which the series is a series. The principle ‘to which all experience is
subordinate, but which is never itself an object of experience,” cannot be determined
by a logical derivation analogous to that which allows the categories of understanding
to be derived from judgments. Can we not say, then, that although the unconditioned is
inaccessible to understanding, it nevertheless reveals itself to feeling — that the idea of
the world is in the first place a feeling of the world (just as the moral law, a practical
expression of reason, is grasped first through respect)? Furthermore, can we not say
that the unconditioned proceeds from the very being of subjectivity? If the world is not
the indefinite totality of phenomena but rather their unity (a unity which is like the
quality that generates the series), and if the unconditioned is above all a mode of
openness, is this not because subjectivity is itself an openness and, as Heidegger would
say, transcendental?

As a matter of fact, on this precise point, which alone concerns us here, Heidegger
carries on from Kant. He distinguishes, with Kant, two meanings of the term ‘world,’
one properly cosmologi