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INTRODUCTION

In Philosophy in a New Key it was said that the theory
of symbolism there developed should lead to a critique of art as serious
and far-reaching as the critique of science that stems from the analysis
of discursive symbolism. Feeling and Form purports to fulfill that prom-
ise, to be that critique of art.

Since this philosophy of art rests squarely on the above-mentioned
semantic theory, the present book cannot but presuppose the reader’s
acquaintance with the previous one; it is, in fact, in the nature of a
sequel. I would rather have made it quite independent, but its own sub-
ject matter is so large—despite the sketchy form it has sometimes taken
—that to repeat the relevant or even the most essential contents of the
earlier book would have necessitated two volumes, the first of which
would, of course, have practically duplicated the work which already
exists. So I must beg the reader to regard Feeling and Form as, in effect,
Volume II of the study in symbolism that began with Philosophy in a
New Key.

A book, like a human being, cannot do everything; it cannot answer
in a few hundred pages all the questions which the Elephant’s Child in his
’satiable curiosity might choose to ask. So I may as well state at once
what it does not attempt to do. It does not offer criteria for judging
“masterpieces,” nor even successful as against unsuccessful lesser works
—pictures, poems, musical pieces, dances, or any other. It does not set
up canons of taste. It does not predict what is possible or impossible in
the confines of any art, what materials may be used in it, what subjects
will be found congenial to it, etc. It will not help anyone to an artistic
conception, nor teach him how to carry one out in any medium. All such
norms and rulings seem to me to lie outside of the philosopher’s province.
The business of philosophy is to unravel and organize concepts, to give
definite and satisfactory meanings to the terms we use in talking about
any subject (in this case art); it is, as Charles Peirce said, “to make our
ideas clear.”

Neither does this book coordinate theories of art with metaphysical
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viii INTRODUCTION

perspectives, “world hypotheses” as Stephen Pepper calls them. That aim
is not outside of philosophy, but beyond the scope of my present philo-
sophical study. In the limits I have set myself, I can develop only one
theory of art, and have not constructed the “world hypothesis” that
might embrace it—let alone compare such a vast conceptual system with
any alternative one.

There are, furthermore, limitations I have to accept simply in the
interest of keeping my own ideas and their presentation manageable. The
first of these is, not to take issue explicitly with the many theories, classi-
cal or current, that contradict my own at crucial points. Were I to follow
out every refutation of other doctrines which my line of argument im-
plies, that line would be lost in a tangle of controversy. Consequently
I have avoided polemics as much as possible (though, of course, not
altogether), and presented for discussion mainly those of my colleagues’
and forerunners’ ideas on which I can build, directing criticism against
what seem to me their limitations or mistakes. As often as possible, more-
over, I have relegated comparative materials to the footnotes. That makes
for many annotations (especially in the chapters on poetry, fiction, and
drama, subjects that are traditionally studied by scholars, so that their
critical literature is enormous), but it allows the text to proceed, unen-
cumbered by any arabesques of eclectic learning, as directly as possible
with the development of its own large theme. The footnotes have thus
become more than just references by chapter and verse, and are intended
for the general reader as well as the special student; I have, therefore,
departed from the strict custom of leaving quotations from foreign authors
in their original languages, and have translated all such passages into
English, in the notes as in the text. Wherever, therefore, no translator of
a work with a foreign title is named, the translation is my own.

Finally, nothing in this book is exhaustively treated. Every subject
in it demands further analysis, research, invention. That is because it is
essentially an exploratory work, which—as Whitehead once said of Wil-
liam James’s pragmatism—“chiefly starts a lot of hares for people to chase.”

What Feeling and Form does undertake to do, is to specify the mean-
ings of the words: expression, creation, symbol, import, intuition, vitality,
and organic form, in such a way that we may understand, in terms of
them, the nature of art and its relation to feeling, the relative autonomy
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of the several arts and their fundamental unity in “Art” itself, the func-
tions of subject matter and medium, the epistemological problems of
artistic “communication” and “truth.” A great many other problems—
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for instance, whether performance is “creation,” “recreation,” or “mere
craftsmanship,” whether drama is “literature” or not, why the dance
often reaches the zenith of its development in the primitive stage of a
culture when other arts are just dawning on its ethnic horizon, to men-
tion but a few—develop from the central ones and, like them, take an-
swerable form. The main purpose of the book, therefore, may be described
as the construction of an intellectual framework for philosophical studies,
general or detailed, relating to art.

There are certain difficulties peculiar to this undertaking, some of
which are of a practical, some of a semantical nature. In the first place,
philosophy of art should, I believe, begin in the studio, not the gallery,
auditorium, or library. Just as the philosophy of science required for its
proper development the standpoint of the scientist, not of men like
Comte, Buechner, Spencer, and Haeckel, who saw “science” as a whole,
but without any conception of its real problems and working concepts,
so the philosophy of art requires the standpoint of the artist to test the
power of its concepts and prevent empty or naive generalizations. The
philosopher must know the arts, so to speak, “from the inside.” But no
one can know all the arts in this way. This entails an arduous amount
of non-academic study. His teachers, furthermore, are artists, and they
speak their own language, which largely resists translation into the more
careful, literal vocabulary of philosophy. This is likely to arouse his
impatience. But it is, in fact, impossible to talk about art without adopt-
ing to some extent the language of the artists. The reason why they talk
as they do is not entirely (though it is partly) that they are discursively
untrained and popular in their speech; nor do they, misled by “bad
speech habits,” accept a “ghost in the machine” view of man, as Gilbert
Ryle holds. Their vocabulary is metaphorical because it has to be plastic
and powerful to let them speak their serious and often difficult thoughts.
They cannot see art as “merely” this-or-that easily comprehensible
phenomenon; they are too interested in it to make concessions to lan-
guage. The critic who despises their poetic speech is all too likely to be
superficial in his examination of it, and to impute to them ideas they
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do not hold rather than to discover what they really think and know.

But to learn the language of the studios is not enough; his business
as a philosopher, after all, is to use what he learns, to construct theory,
not a “working myth.” And when he addresses his own colleagues he
runs into a new semantic difficulty: instead of interpreting artists’ meta-
phors, he now has to battle with the vagaries of professional usage. Words
that he employs in all sobriety and exactness may be used in entirely
different senses by writers as serious as he. Consider, for instance, a
word around which this whole book is built: “symbol.” Cecil Day Lewis,
in his excellent book The Poetic Image, means by it always what I have
called an “assigned symbol,” a sign with a literal meaning fixed by con-
vention ; Collingwood goes still further and limits the term to deliberately
chosen signs, such as the symbols of symbolic logic. Then he stretches
the term “language” to cover everything I would call “symbols,” includ-
cluding religious icons, rites, and works of art.! Albert Cook, on the
other hand, opposes “symbol” to “concept”; by the latter he means what
Day Lewis means by “symbol,” plus everything that he (Cook) con-
demns as “mechanical,” such as the comedy of Rabelais. He speaks of
“symbol’s infinite suggestiveness.” Evidently “symbol” means something
vaguely honorific, but I do not know what. David Daiches has still another
usage, and indeed a definition: “As used here.” he says in A Study of
Literature, “it [‘symbol’] simply means an expression which suggests more
than it says.”s But shortly afterwards he restricts its sense very radically:
“A symbol is something in which sensitive men recognize their potential
fate . . .”4 Here the meaning of “symbol” may or may not be the same
one that Mr. Cook has in mind.

All the poor philosopher can do is to define his words and trust the
reader to bear their definition in mind. Often, however, the reader is not
ready to accept a definition—especially if it is in any way unusual—until
he sees what the author intends by it, why the word should be so defined;
and that may be late in the course of the book. My own definition of
“symbol” occurs, for just that reason, in chapter 20; and as that is really
very late, perhaps I had better state it here, with the promise that the

*A fairly full discussion of Collingwood’s work is given below, in chap. 20.
2The Dark Voyage and the Golden Mean, p. 173.
91 bid., p. 36. *Loc. cit., infra.
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book will elucidate and justify it: A symbol is any device whereby we
are enabled to make an abstraction.

Almost all the key words in a philosophical discourse suffer from the
wide range of meanings which they have had in previous literature. Thus
Eisenstein, in The Film Sense, uses “representation” for what one usually
calls “image,” and “image” for something not necessarily concrete—what
I would call an “impression.” Yet his word “image” has something in
common with Day Lewis’s “poetic image”; furthermore there is this to
be said for it—both men know, and let us know, what they mean by it.

A more difficult term, and an all-important one in this book, is “illu-
sion.” It is commonly confused with “delusion,” wherefore the mention
of it in connection with art usually evokes instant protests, as though one
had suggested that art is a
art has nothing to do with delusion, not even with self-deception or
pretense.

<

‘mere delusion.” But illusion as it occurs in

Besides the difficulties presented to art theory in general by the good
and bad odors of words, which interfere with their strict meanings, and
by the variety of even their defined meanings in the literature, each art
has its special incubus of natural misconceptions. Music suffers more
than any other art from the fact that it has marked somatic effects, which
are all too often taken for its essential virtue. The affliction of literature
is its relation to fact, propositional truth; of the drama, its nearness to
moral questions; of dance, the personal element, the sensual interest;
of painting and sculpture, the pseudo-problem of “imitation”; of archi-
tecture, the obvious fact of its utility. I have battled against all these
bogeys as best I could; in the end, however, I hope it may be not direct
refutations, but the theory itself, the whole systematic idea that will
dispel special as well as general prejudices.

Toward the end of the book one might well expect that the ideas
developed in relation to some art taken in isolation would be generalized
and carried over to the other arts. Often the reader will be able to do
this, and wonder why I neglected it. The reason is that when I do bring
the arts into relation, and demonstrate their fundamental unity, it will
be systematically done; that is another book.

Nothing in this essay, therefore, is finished, nor could art theory ever
be finished. There may be new arts in the future; there may surely be
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new modes of any art; our own age has seen the birth of the motion
picture, which is not only in a new medium, but is a new mode (see the
Appendix, “A Note on the Film”)- But as Philosophy in a New Key was
a promise of a philosophy of art, this book, I fondly hope, is a beginning
of something capable of indefinite continuation.

It would probably not be even a beginning—would not be at all—
without the constant support of several friends who have aided me. For
nearly four years I enjoyed, through the sponsorship of Columbia Univer-
sity, the help of the Rockefeller Foundation, that lightened my teaching
load so I could devote myself to research, and gave me also, part of the
time, an invaluable assistant, I thank both the Foundation and the Uni-
versity most heartily. The thanks I owe to that assistant, Eugene T.
Gadol, cannot easily be rendered; besides putting his special knowledge
of the theater at my disposal, he has been associated with the work almost
constantly, and indeed has been my right hand. Furthermore, I want to
express my special gratitude to Helen Sewell, who has given me the
artist’s view on many things, and has read and reread the script; in the
light of her trenchant and frank criticism, chapter 5 was almost com-
pletely rewritten, and the faults that it retains are due to the fact that
she did not write it. I am also indebted to Katrina Fischer for the re-
search assistance she gave me with chapter 18, and to my sister, Ilse
Dunbar, for help with the many translations from French and German
sources; to Alice Dunbar for a sculptor’s advices, and for her last-minute
help in preparing the script for the press; and to Kurt Appelbaum for
reading almost the whole work and giving me the benefit of a musician’s
very well-reasoned reflections. My debt to several of my former students
is, I think, sufficiently clear in the text. But I must add a word in appre-
ciation of the co-operative spirit with which the staff of Charles Scribner’s
Sons, especially Mr. Burroughs Mitchell, made this volume take shape
according to my hopes.

A book that goes into the world with such a heavy load of gratitude
is almost a community venture. I hope the community of artists, art
lovers, and scholars will receive it with continued interest, and keep it
alive by serious criticism.

S.K. L.
Hurley, N.F., 1952
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PARTI THE ART SYMBOL

Chapter one
THE MEASURE OF IDEAS

Philosophy is a fabric of ideas. It is not, like science, a body

Ijl"*general propositions expressing discovered facts, nor is it a collection
"'moral truths” learned by some other means than factual discovery.
Philosophy is a stocktaking of the ideas in terms of which one expresses
{; i tets and laws, beliefs and maxims and hypotheses—in short, it is the

?'false, are made. It deals primarily with meanings—with the sense of what
;we say. If the terms of our discourse are incompatible or confused, the
whole intellectual venture to which they belong is invalid; then our
alleged beliefs are not false, but spurious.

The usual sign of confusion in our basic ideas on any topic is the
! persistence of rival doctrines, all many times refuted yet not abandoned.

5 In a system of thought that is fundamentally clear, even if not entirely
so, new theories usually make old ones obsolete. In a field where the
basic concepts are not clear, conflicting outlooks and terminologies con-
tinue, side by side, to recruit adherents.

This is notoriously the case in the domain of art criticism. All con-
sidered judgment rests, of course, on theoretical foundations of some
sort; but the greatest experts in this field cannot really develop an in-
teresting theory to account for their findings. Philosophical reflections
on art constitute a large and fascinating literature, ranging from learned
treatises to pure belles-lettres—essays, aphorisms, memoirs, even poetry.
In this accumulated lore a wealth of doctrines has been laid down, some
of them the flower of a long tradition, others quite new, genial insights,
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unsystematic but profound, and all of them in mixed profusion that
obscures their natural connections with each other and with the history
and actual life of the creative arts.

Yet the arts themselves exhibit a striking unity and logic, and seem
to present a fair field for systematic thought. Why the confusion? Why
the disconnected theories, the constantly alleged danger of losing touch
with reality, the many philosophical beginnings that still fail to grow into
organic intellectual structures? A truly enlightening theory of art should
rise upon important artistic insights and evolve naturally from phase to
phase, as the great edifices of thought—mathematics, logic, the sciences,
theology, law, history—grow from perennial roots to further and further
reaches of their own implications. Why is there no such systematic theory
of art?

The reason is, I think, that the central issues in the appreciation and
understanding of art, however clear they may be in practice, have not
been philosophically sifted and recognized for what they are. A sys-
tematic discipline becomes organized only as its key problems are formu-
lated; and often those problems, the solution of which would require
and beget a powerful terminology and a principle of operation, are ob-
scured by the incursion of obvious questions, immediately proposed by
common sense, and regarded as “basic” because of their obviousness.
Such questions are: What are the materials of art? Which is more im-
portant, form or content? What is Beauty? What are the canons of com-
position? How does a great work of art affect the beholder? Many of
them have been mooted for hundreds of years, but when we make up
our minds about the answers, theory goes no further. We have taken
a stand, and we stand there.

All these questions are legitimate enough, and the purpose of a
philosophy of art is to answer them. But as starting points of theory
they are baneful, because they are products of “common sense,” and
consequently foist the vocabulary and the whole conceptual framework
of common sense on our thinking. And with that instrument we cannot
think beyond the commonplace.

There are certain misconceptions about philosophical thinking that
have arisen, oddly enough, from the very concern of modern philosophers
with method—from the acceptance of principles and ideals that sound
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impeccable as we avow them in conferences and symposia. One of these
principles is that philosophy deals with general notions. This dictum is
repeated in almost every introductory text, and voiced in one connection
or another at every philosophical congress. The accent is always on the
“general notions”; but the interesting point is that we profess to deal
with them, and that this dealing is philosophy.

The immediate effect of the principle is to make people start their
researches with attention to generalities: beauty, value, culture, and so
forth. Such concepts, however, have no systematic virtue; they are not
terms of description, as scientific concepts, e.g. mass, time, location, etc.,
are. They have no unit, and cannot be combined in definite proportions.
They are “abstract qualities” like the elementary notions of Greek na-
ture philosophy—wetness and dryness, heat and cold, lightness and
heaviness. And just as no physics ever resulted from the classification of
things by those attributes, so no art theory emerges from the contem-
plation of “aesthetic values.” The desire to deal with general ideas from
the outset, because that is supposed to be the business of philosophers,
leads one into what may be termed “the fallacy of obvious abstraction”:
the abstraction and schematization of properties most obvious to common
sense, traditionally recognized and embodied in the “material mode” of
language.

Instead of constantly reiterating that philosophy deals with general

»

ideas, or treats of “things in general,” one should consider what it does
in relation to general notions. Properly, I think, it constructs them. Out
of what? Out of the more specific ones that we use in formulating our
special and particularized knowledge—practical, scientific, social, or purely
sensuous knowledge. Its work is a constant process of generalization.
That process requires logical technique, imagination, and ingenuity; it is
not achieved by beginning with generalities such as: “Art is expression,”

»

or <fbeauty is harmony.” Propositions of this sort should occur at the
end of a philosophical inquiry, not at its commencement. At the end, they
are summaries of explicit and organized ideas that give them meaning;
but as points of departure they prejudge too much and furnish no terms
for their own elucidation.

Another unhappy product of our professional self-criticism is the

dogma that philosophy can never really attain its goal, a completely syn-
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thetic vision of life. It can only approximate to success. Now even if
there be such an ideal limit to our progressive understanding (and it
may be doubted, for such a synoptic insight savors of an “illegitimate
totality”), it does not offer any measure of actual achievement. On the
contrary: when everybody is duly impressed with the impossibility of
really meeting a challenge, we can claim too much indulgence; any
failure may be excused as a “mere approximation.” Consequently there
is, today, practically no standard of philosophical work. Professional
journals are full of stale arguments that do not advance their topics in
any way, and forums leave their profound questions exactly as unan-
swered and unanswerable as they were before. The sort of effort and
ingenuity that goes into solving scientific or historical problems would
immediately analyze and blast the questions, replace them with more
leading and suggestive ones, and then invent means of finding real an-
swers. When there is a premium on definitive answers, people spend a
good deal of time and labor on intellectual devices for handling difficult
issues. Scientists rarely talk about scientific method, but they often find
most elaborate and devious ways of turning a question so as to make it
accessible to some method of investigation that will yield a solution. It is
the problem that dictates the approach. Philosophers, on the other hand,
usually decide on an approach to philosophical problems in general, and
then tackle the age-old chestnuts—so traditionally chewed over that they
have capitalized names: the Problem of Being, the Problem of Evil, etc.
—just as they were formulated by Plato or his master, Parmenides.

Philosophy, nevertheless, is a living venture, and philosophical ques-
tions are not by their nature insoluble. They are, indeed, radically dif-
ferent from scientific questions, because they concern the implications
and other interrelations of ideas, not the order of physical events; their
answers are interpretations instead of factual reports, and their func-
tion is to increase not our knowledge of nature, but our understanding
of what we know. Actually, the growth of conception, which is the aim of
philosophy, has a direct bearing on our ability to observe facts; for it
is systematic conception that makes some facts important and others
trivial. Linnaeus, pioneering in natural science with obvious qualitative
abstractions, classified plants according to the colors of their flowers;
a morphological conception of botany, which relates every part of a plant
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to the whole organism, and furthermore connects plant life with animal
life in one biological scheme, makes the color of flowers an unimportant
factor.

There is a philosophy of nature, gradually developed by men like
Poincare, Russell, Lenzen, Weyl, which underlies our natural science;
and though it may fall far short of the “synoptic” ideal, such philosophical
work as, for instance, Whitehead has done in this field clarifies our con-
cepts of physical order, of organic existence, and of mentality and knowl-
edge. Similarly, the philosophy of mathematics has made that ancient
discipline a paragon of intellectual clearness and negotiability. The
thinkers who built up those conceptual systems left all the rival doc-
trines of Being and Value and Mind alone, and started from quite special
problems—the meaning of “simultaneity” in astronomical observations, or
the meaning of yJ-2 in the number series, or of “dimensionless point”
in physical measurement. Note that these are all philosophical issues—
all questions of meaning; but because they are special questions, the
meanings to be construed must satisfy definite and rather complex de-
mands. The definition of cosmic “simultaneity,” for instance, required
a complete reconstruction of space and time notions. The interpreta-
tion of y/-2 demanded a theory of mathematical series to justify the
very convenient use of that puzzling symbol. The concept of a dimen-
sionless point, or pure location, led to Whitehead’s theory of “extensive
abstraction”—a highly important philosophical notion.

Such ideas usually prove, in the end, to have general as well as par-
ticular application—that is, they are found to be capable of generaliza-
tion, once they have been formulated in detail for their special purposes.
The statement of those ideas in their special form implies a great many
other propositions statable in the same terms, and suggests further defini-
tions. And as the philosophical analysis of the basic concepts proceeds,
the subject matter becomes more and more systematic; from the central
focus of actual problems made clear, similar forms present themselves
in all directions, until a whole cosmology, ontology, or epistemology may
result. Such philosophy is built up by the principle of generalization.
It is all of a piece, yet it cannot be summarized in the statement of one
belief, and elected or spurned as “such-and-such-ism”; neither can it be
simply “applied” to interpret experience as a whole. Principles of logical
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construction empower us to cope with experience, but they do not offer
us constructions ready made.

Of course, “scientific method in philosophy” has been discussed ever
since Bertrand Russell, as a young man, launched his vigorous attacks
on traditional metaphysics. Yet scientific method is not the same thing
as philosophic method. Hypothesis and experiment hold no place of honor
in philosophy, as they do in science; facts and connections of facts are
starting points for it instead of findings. The findings are ideas—the
meaning of what we say, not only about natural facts, but about all
matters of human interest whatever: art, religion, reason, absurdity,
freedom, or the calculus. Only a framework of further meanings gives
such general words any real value.

The building up of a theory—“the architecture of ideas,” as Charles
Peirce called it—involves more logical considerations than people usually
realize when they discuss methodology. It is not enough to survey the
field of study, break it up into what seem to be its simplest constituent
elements, and describe it as a pattern of these “data.” Such a pattern is
orderly, like an alphabetical index wherein anything known can be
located, but it furnishes no leads to things unknown. To construct a
theory we must start with propositions that have implications; theoretical
thought is the expanding of their import. Therefore not every true state-
ment about science, art, life, or morals, is an “approach” to the systematic
study of the topic in question; the statement must contain ideas that
may be manipulated, defined, modified, and used in combinations; it
must be interesting as well as true. This logical requirement might be
called the principle of fecundity.

Consider, as a great example of constructive thinking, the reinter-
pretation of physical events which Newton advanced in his Principia
Mathematica, under the perfectly correct name of “natural philosophy.”
Legend has it that the first fact he described in new terms was the fall
of an apple. That an apple falls to earth was always a commonplace;
but that the apple is attracted by the earth expresses a great idea. What
makes it great is, in the first place, that it is capable of generalization.
Of course we may generalize the “fall” of the apple, too, and say: “all
things tend to fall to earth,” but such a rule has exceptions. The moon
does not fall down, neither do the clouds. But: “All masses attract each
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other,” has no exception. “The apple is attracted by the earth” serves to
describe exactly the same observation as “the apple falls,” but is true
even while the apple hangs, and remains so when it is rotting on the
ground. Also, the same thing may be said of the moon, though the moon
never “falls"—that is, never gets to the earth; and of the clouds that
float indefinitely, and even of the sun.

The second characteristic that makes Newton’s interpretation great
is its fecundity; for the concept of “attraction” entails a dynamic ele-
ment that was absent from all previous mathematical physics. The purely
geometrical systems all required the assumption of some special agency
outside the world to supply its motion. But attraction was a force, and
therefore a source of motion within the physical system. Moreover, it
could be measured, and its measure proved to be proportionate to the more
familiar conditions of mass and distance. Almost as soon as “the new
natural philosophy” was propounded, it gave rise to a science of physics.

Art criticism is not science, because it is not concerned with descrip-
tion and prediction of facts. Even if its premises were dear and coherent,
its terms powerful, it would remain a philosophical discipline, for its
whole aim is understanding. But the principles of generalization and
fecundity are not, essentially, principles of science; they are principles
of philosophical thinking, and it is only in so far as science is an intel-
lectual formulation that it partakes of them. Perhaps that is why the
protagonists of “scientific method” for philosophy have largely over-
looked them. Only where real philosophical work has been done—e.g. in
laying the foundations of science, jurisprudence, and mediaeval theology
—have they been given tacit acceptance.

It is peculiarly in the vague unsystematic realms of thought that a
single problem, doggedly pursued to its solution, may elicit a new logical
vocabulary, i.e. a new set of ideas, reaching beyond the problem itself
and forcing a more negotiable conception of the whole field. To bring
such an issue into the center of our interest is to begin serious work on
the subject in hand. This is what I propose to do with the philosophy
of art. It seems to me that, amid all the speculation of aestheticians and
the half-baked, yet significant studio talk of artists, one crucial issue is
never fully faced, but is skirted with a sort of intellectual awe, or treated
emotionally with no demand for meaning at all: that is the problem of
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artistic creation. Is an artist’s work really a process of creation? What,
actually, is created? Is there justification for the fairly popular notion
that one should speak rather of re-creating than of creating things in
art? Or is the whole idea of “creative work” a sentimentalism?

All these questions, and several more, present aspects of the same
problem. The solution of that problem answers them all with equal
definiteness. But it requires something of a reorientation among the
familiar ideas of art criticism and philosophy. It demands a stricter treat-
ment of the term “expression,” and gives a single and unmysterious
meaning to “intuition.” Above all, it entails a special formulation of
almost every major problem concerning art, notably that of the unity
of the several arts, in face of the often denied, yet patent fact of their
actual division; the paradox of abstraction in a mode supposed to be
characterized by concreteness; the significance of style, the power of
technique. Once you answer the question: “What does art create?” all
the further questions of why and how, of personality, talent and genius,
etc., seem to emerge in a new light from the central thesis. That means,
simply, that the thesis is central, and that the problem which elicited
it is fecund and ultimately general.

As the subject becomes organized, the ideas that have been advanced
in the past take on a new significance; and one finds that an amazing
amount of good work in this field has already been done. The literature
of art theory, which looks so incoherent and so cluttered with hapless
“approaches,” is really rich in vital thoughts and valuable, scholarly
findings.

One does not need to begin with a tabula rasa and work in defiance
of schools; the seeds of philosophical theory, and often substantial roots
of it, are everywhere. In a way, this complicates the task, just because
the combined literatures of all the arts as well as a good deal of phi-
losophy and psychology make such a vast intellectual background, and
the important contributions to knowledge are so deeply buried, that real
scholarship in such a wide and fertile domain is humanly unattainable.
The grounding of any new theory that purports to start from art itself,
where “art” takes in music, literature, and dance as well as plastic
expression, is inevitably frail and haphazard. But a philosophy is not
made by one person; the whole body of a discipline cannot be in any-
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body’s ken. One can only gather enough for each immediate purpose
—in this case, to substantiate the treatment of a highly important, yet
special subject, the problem of artistic creation. If that treatment really
opens a vista to art theory in general, the literature behind us (known
or unknown to any particular thinker) and the issues still before us
should take their proper forms and places in that perspective, wherever
we encounter them in the progress of philosophical thought.



Chapter two

PARADOXES

For the past two hundred years—that is to say, since the
days of Winckelmann and Herder—philosophers have continually pon-
dered the significance and motivation of the arts. The problem of art
has even been honored as a special department of philosophy under the
name of “aesthetics,” variously defined as “the science of the beautiful/’
“the theory or philosophy of taste/
lately (in Croce’s phrase) “the science of expression.” All these definitions

o«

the science of the fine arts,” or

are more or less askew. A philosophical interest in a particular subject
matter, such as taste, or beauty, or even the great topic of “expression,”
does not establish a science; if “the beautiful” is the field of aesthetics,
this field is wider than that of the fine arts; so is the realm of “expres-
sion.” Taste, on the other hand, is only one phenomenon related to beauty
(in art or elsewhere), and is just as much related to decorum and to
fashion. Perhaps it is better not to map an unknown continent in ad-
vance, but simply to study whatever philosophical problems the arts
present, and trust that any careful analysis and constructive handling
of even quite special questions (e.g. “What is expressed in architecture ?”
“Is musical performance a creative act?” or “Is taste related to talent?”)
will soon show their interrelations and define the general field of their
relevance.

Meanwhile, even in the vague or arbitrary confines of a pseudo-
science, a great deal of thinking has been done, sometimes in close con-
nection with general philosophy, sometimes as a theoretical excursion
from criticism. In the course of such serious reflection on the arts, cer-
tain dominant ideas have emerged that constitute a sort of intellectual
vocabulary of contemporary aesthetics. They are all at least indirectly
related to each other, yet their relationships are anything but clear and

12
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gggpple, and are, in fact, often antinomous. Some of the dominant ideas
If themselves seem to entail logical difficulties.
p In broadest outline, these ideas, which occur again and again in dif-
ferent guises and combinations, are: T"ste, Emotion, Form, Representa-
tion, Immediacy, and Illusion.! Each of them is a strong Leitmotiv in
I philosophy of art, yet the theories grounded on them, respectively, have
fig peculiar way of either openly clashing with one another, or leaving at
least one topic completely out of consideration. Thus theories of art as
tensuous satisfaction, i.e. appeal to taste, have to traffic very carefully
iflirith emotion, and stringently draw the limits of representation. The
many emotion-theories can make but a very minor issue of taste, and
. what is worse, of form. Those which make form paramount usually rule
Hgut any appeal to emotion, and often find representation a curse rather
than an asset; those which build chiefly on the concept of representa-
tion do well with illusion, and even with emotion, but they cannot treat
form as an independent value, and reduce the function of taste to a
mere office of censorship. Immediacy, which is a metaphysical virtue of
pure reality, or concrete individuality, entails the idea of intuition as
fa direct perception of all there is to know about a work of art. It fits well
j into theories of taste, and is at least compatible with most of the emo-
| j tion-theories, and with the subtler treatments of representation; but not,
[i as is commonly supposed, with the notion of art as form. The unique-
.(: ness of a form is logically impossible to establish. No form is necessarily
I unique, and short of that the character of uniqueness could not serve to
| bestow a metaphysical status on it. As for the motif of illusion, it is
"generally coupled with its opposite, reality, and serves rather to raise
i difficulties than to solve them. Often it is the b§te noire to be explained
away.
The general disorder of our intellectual stock in trade in the realm
: of aesthetics is further aggravated by the fact that there are two opposite
perspectives from which every work of art may be viewed: that of its
author and that of its spectators (or hearers, or readers, as the case may
be). One perspective presents it as an expression, the other as an impres-

1Any anthology of aesthetics will provide examples; Melvin Rader’s A Modem
book of Aesthetics, for instance, classifies theories as “Emotionalist Theories,*’
“Theories of Form,” etc.
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sion. From the former standpoint one naturally asks: “What moves an
artist to compose his work, what goes into it, what (if anything) does
he mean by it?” From the latter, on the other hand, the immediate ques-
tion is: “What do works of art do, or mean, to us?” This question is the
more usual, even in serious theoretical thought, because more people are
beholders of art than makers of it, and this counts for philosophers as
well as for any unselected public. Most aestheticians can treat the problem
of artistic impression more authoritatively than that of expression; when
they talk about the moods and inspirations of artists, or speculate on
the sources and motives of any particular work, they leave the straight
and narrow path of intellectual conscience and often let a quite irrespon-
sible fancy roam.

Yet theories of expression, though harder for a layman in the arts to
handle, are more fertile than analytic studies of impression. Just as the
most interesting philosophy of science has been developed to meet the
logical problems of the laboratory, so the most vital issues in philosophy
of art stem from the studio.

The dominant ideas occur in both types of theory, but they look
different when viewed from such different standpoints. This circumstance
adds to the apparent confusion of aesthetic notions. What, in the im-
pressionist perspective, figures as taste, i.e. a pleasant or unpleasant
reaction to sensory stimulation, appears from the opposite angle as the
principle of selection, the so-called “ideal of beauty” which is supposed to
guide an artist in his choice of colors, tones, words, etc. Emotion may be
taken either as the effect of a work on the beholder, or as the source from
which its author's conception arose, and the resultant theories will appear
to treat the whole subject of emotion entirely differently (one will tend
to the sort of laboratory psychology that seeks aesthetic principles in
the tabulated reactions of school children, parents, graduate students, or
radio audiences, the other to a psychoanalytic study of artists). The con-
templation of form from the standpoint of impression yields such no-
tions as Universal Law, Dynamic Symmetry, Significant Form; from that
of expression it involves us in the problems of abstraction. Representation
may be taken as Plato and Aristotle took it—that is, as the social func-
tion of the picture or statue, poem or drama—the function of directing
the percipient's mind to something beyond the work of art, namely the
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represented object or action; or it may be taken as the artist’s motive
lor creating the work—a record of things that fascinate him, persons or
; scenes he desires to immortalize. He may paint his mistress, his memory
!'; of Tahiti, or more subtly his state of mind. But for the beholder, the
' picture furnishes a lady, a glimpse of the South Seas, or a symbol of
libido. Similarly, the problem of illusion is treated from the critic’s point
view as a demand on our credulity, our willingness to “make-believe”;
m the studio point of view it is treated as play, “escape,” or the
ist’s dream.
This inventory is by no means exhaustive of the wealth of ideas to
found in contemporary aesthetics. But even such a cursory survey
one a sense of tangled profusion and of the general incommensura-
Ity of the outstanding concepts with each other. One aesthetician
lifceaks in terms of “Significant Form” and another in terms of dream.
|INie says that the function of art is to record the contemporary scene,
Itetd another maintains that pure sounds in “certain combinations,” or
floors' in harmonious spatial disposition, give him the “aesthetic emotion”
|mt is both the aim and the criterion of art. One artist claims to paint
Ijltfe personal feelings, and the next one to express Pythagorean truths about
m* astronomical universe.
|j ? © But this peculiar mutual irrelevance of the leading notions is not the
j-fiply disconcerting feature of current art theory; a more radical difficulty
~ their inveterate tendency to paradox. Most of the dominant ideas, even
|[pken all alone, carry with them some danger of self-defeat. As soon as
p® develop them we find ourselves with dialectical concepts on our hands.
have Significant Form that must not, at any price, be permitted to
signify anything—illusion that is the highest truth—disciplined sponta-
Ifl'“ty-concrete ideal structures—impersonal feeling, “pleasure objecti-
'$®d->—and public dreaming.
These oddities are not simply to be dismissed as self-contradictions.2
Ijlj There is a difference between mere inconsistency and paradox. Incon-
sistent ideas generally disappear from circulation as soon as their fatal
defects are revealed, and if they are to pass muster even for a while their

17/Stfil less as imposture or solemn nonsense, such as Mr. Ducasse imputed to
lllgv® Bell, in a vehement, not to say vitriolic, tirade against the notion of “Sig-
mamcant Form” (Appendix to The Philosophy of Art).
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faults must be somewhat hidden. An absurd term or self-contradictory
proposition that continues to function in serious, systematic thought,
although its logical scandal is patent, is paradoxical. The inconsistent
ideas involved in it conflict with each other because they are actually
distorted. Properly formulated they would not be mutually contradictory.
They are misconceived, and consequently their union is misconceived,
but it is motivated by a sound sense of their importance and logical con-
nection. The word “paradox” bespeaks this peculiar status; both con-
tradictory elements are “doctrinal,” i.e. they are really accepted and the
conjunction of them is admitted, even though it is not understood.

Wherever the “rich mud of vague conceptions” that is the spawning
ground of human reason yields a genuine paradox, such as “fictional
truth” or “self-representing symbols” or “impersonal feelings,” we are
faced with a direct philosophical challenge. Paradox is a symptom of
misconception; and coherent, systematic conception, i.e. the process of
making sense out of experience, is philosophy. Therefore a paradoxical
idea is not one to be discarded, but to be resolved. Where both elements
of an obvious antinomy maintain their semblance of truth, their prag-
matic virtue, and both can claim to originate in certain accepted premises,
the cause of their conflict probably lies in those very premises them-
selves. It is original sin. The premises, in their turn, are often tacit pre-
suppositions, so that the real challenge to the philosopher is to expose
and analyze and correct them. If he succeeds, a new scheme of the
dominant ideas will be found implicit, without the paradoxical concepts
of the old perspective.

But such a philosophical procedure is very radical. Usually, there-
fore, an attempt is first made to reconcile the opposed ideas by treating
them as “principles” in the classical sense, antithetical characters that
may be possessed in varying proportions, opposite poles with a point
of perfect balance between them. This scheme is so well established in
philosophical thought—going back, as it does, at least to Empedocles-
that even a layman has no difficulty with it. It is the scheme of ancient
and mediaeval science: such and such measure of hot principle with such
and such measure of cold principle achieves a given temperature, so and
so much motion and so and so much rest yield a particular velocity, etc.
Heat and cold, motion and rest, action and passion, life and death, are
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that counteract each other in whatever phenomena they govern,
Always in some characteristic proportion.
most famous use of this polarity of opposite “principles” is
~’s ranking of all art works between the extremes of pure feel-
! pure form, and his classification of them as Dionysian or Apol-
~ according to the preponderance of one principle or the other. In
treatment of a basic antithesis in art theory has absorbed a
/Class of related “polarities”: emotion-reason, freedom-restraint,
ITty—tradition, instinct-intellect, and so on. Curt Sachs’ “great
” between the poles of “ethos” and “pathos” is the same sort of
~nt to the familiar oppositions in art theory,
the paradoxical character of aesthetics is not remedied by a resort
"arity.” The polarity of feeling and form is itself a problem; for
ation of the two “poles” is not really a “polar” one, i.e. a relation
?tive and negative, since feeling and form are not logical comple-
They are merely associated, respectively, with each other’s nega-
Feeling is associated with spontaneity, spontaneity with informality
ence to form, and thus (by slipshod thinking) with absence
. On the other hand, form connotes formality, regulation, hence
fon of feeling, and (by the same slipshodness) absence of feeling,
nception of polarity, intriguing though it be, is really an unfor-
inetaphor whereby a logical muddle is raised to the dignity of a
“ental principle. Of course the alternation of “ethos” and “pathos”
in the history of art is an observable fact, and must have some
ace; but to treat it as the revelation of a dualistic “principle”
mediaeval sense), and think it explains the nature of art, is not
ive a paradox but to accept it as ultimate.3 Thereby one takes a
philosophical stand just where philosophical inquiry should begin,
ermore, the old division between the two perspectives, that of
st and that of the beholder—art as expression against art as im-

; regards the parallelism of ethos-pathos fluctuations in the several arts as
that all the arts are one. The logic of this “proof” is obscure, since any out-
ace might cause such a fluctuation, always simultaneously, in quite dis-
s; in fact, his own later observation that fashions in dress, manners, and
. follow the same rhythmic pattern makes his principle prove either nothing,
much—namely, that such phenomena also are “Art” and really indistinguish-
painting, music or literature.

17
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pression—is not bridged by acceptance of an eternal tug of war between
the opposed “poles,” prescribed form and emotional content. Even a
spiritual “field of force” looks different according to the two different
standpoints. For the artist, who is supposed to achieve self-expression
in the face of technical dictates and taboos, the embattled forces are his
emotions against the canons of intelligibility, composition, and perfection
of forms. For the critic, who is to find sensuous beauty in the forms,
to view them at a proper “psychical distance” and with mental equi-
librium, while he is excited by them to empathic feelings, the “poles”
are aesthetic quality versus emotional stimulation.

In a practical way, the two alternative perspectives themselves present
us with a difficult option. Shall we judge a work of art as an utterance,
giving vent to its author’s feelings, or as a stimulus, producing senti-
ments in the spectator? Obviously any art object may be both; but it
may be perfectly adequate as expression and not as an incentive to
feeling, or contrariwise may leave the artist still frustrated and yet pro-
duce the strongest reactions in its beholders. If self-expression is the aim
of art, then only the artist himself can judge the value of his products.
If its purpose is to excite emotion, he should study his audience and let
his psychological findings guide his work, as advertising agents do.

Both hypotheses sound unorthodox, to say the least; to speak bluntly,
they are both silly. The relation of art to feeling is evidently something
subtler than sheer catharsis or incitement. In fact, the most expert critics
tend to discount both these subjective elements, and treat the emotive
aspect of a work of art as something integral to it, something as objec-
tive as the physical form, color, sound pattern of verbal text itself.

But feeling that is not subjective presents a new paradox. There
have been several attempts to describe, if not to explain, such a phenom-
enon. Santayana regarded beauty as “pleasure objectified”—the spectator’s
pleasure “projected” into the object that caused it. Just why and how
the projection occurs is not clear; it is not imputation, for we do not
impute enjoyment to the Parthenon, or think Diirer’s crucified Christ,
the Disciple and the swooning Mother below the cross, or the cross itself,
is “having” our alleged pleasure in the picture. What the picture “has”
is beauty, which is our projected, i.e. objectified, pleasure. But why is
subjective pleasure not good enough? Why do we objectify it and project
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it into visual or auditory forms as “beauty,” while we are content to

feel it directly, as delight, in candy and perfumes and cushioned seats?
A more radical handling of feeling as something objective may be
found in a little article by Otto Baensch, entitled “Kunst und Gefiihl,”
which appeared in Logos in 1923. Here the paradox of “objective feel-
Thgs” is frankly accepted as an undeniable, even though incomprehen-
sible, fact. By this counsel of despair the problem is brought to such a
head that its solution is imminent; the intellectual stage is set for it,
the necessary exhibits are all there. Baensch himself comes so close to
logical vantage point from which the whole snarl of artistic “expres-
* $ion” appears suddenly to disentangle and arrange itself, and to resolve
i|;|i astounding number of other paradoxes in the process, that the best
introduction to what I consider the key idea (though he completely
ihissed the solution) is, perhaps, to quote his pregnant little essay at
r||il;:;'$ome length.
[1!!:  “In the following meditation,” he says at the outset, “I hope to prove
oiat art, like science, is a mental activity whereby we bring certain con-
[13'] :tots of the world into the realm of objectively valid cognition; and that,
iff}:: furthermore, it is the particular office of art to do this with the world's
emotional content. According to this view, therefore, the function of art
j hot to give the percipient any kind of pleasure, however noble, but to
i Acquaint him with something he has not known before. Art, just like
aims primarily to be ‘understood'. . . . But since that of which
[H/4t makes us aware is always of an emotive character it normally calls
forth, more or less peremptorily, a reaction of pleasure or displeasure
:| :fi the perceiving subject. This explains quite readily how the erroneous
H opinion has arisen that the percipient's delight and assent are the criteria
art.
“The mood of a landscape appears to us to be objectively given with
I: it as one of its attributes, belonging to it just like any other attribute
perceive it to have. . . . We never think of regarding the landscape
As a sentient being whose outward aspect ‘expresses' the mood that it
contains subjectively. The landscape does not express the mood, but has
the mood surrounds, fills and permeates it, like the light that illumines
iljtj or the odor it exhales; the mood belongs to our total impression of
landscape and can only be distinguished as one of its components
fV a process of abstraction.”
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Here we are supposed, then, to encounter as an actual content of the
world a feeling that is not being felt. No subject is expressing it; it is
just objectively there. Baensch is, indeed, so well aware of its distinct
status that he saves it deftly from confusion with feelings that are symp-
tomatically expressed.

“The mien and attitude of a sad person may 'express’ sadness so that
we seem to perceive directly, in the person’s appearance, the sorrow that
inwardly possesses him; yet the objective feeling that belongs to a pic-
ture of such a sad person need not itself be sadness.” The picture, for
instance, may be ludicrous; it may be in very light mood, even in high
spirits. Therefore, the author points out, “The feeling that appears to
be expressed in a representational painting may be the same as the
objective feeling which inheres in the work itself, but by no means is
this necessarily the case; so far from it, in fact, that the two will often
stand in a relation of sharp contrast.

“There are, then, 'objective feelings’ given to . . . our conscious-
ness, feelings that exist quite objectively and apart from us, without
being inward states of an animate being. It must be granted that these
objective feelings do not occur in an independent state by themselves;
they are always embedded and inherent in objects from which they can-
not be actually separated, but only distinguished by abstraction: objec-
tive feelings are always dependent parts of objects.”

His next notable observation is the similarity of such feelings to sense
qualities, although they have no sensory character. “They certainly do
not belong,” he says, “to the form of the object, they are not relations,
but belong to the content. . . . They share in the non-sensory character of
relational forms, but have something in common with the sensory content
too, namely the fact that they are temporal qualitative contents . . .
whose variety and richness readily match the prodigality of the sensory
field.”

But that is as far as parallels with the familiar ingredients, form
and content, relations and qualities, will go. How feelings can “inhere”
in lifeless objects is a challenge to analytic thinking. His attempt to
explain it is not entirely successful, yet so circumspect and well aimed
that it certainly serves to clarify the issue even if not to decide it. When-
ever objective feelings “inhere” in concrete objects, he says, “the manner



2 Paradoxes 21

their inherence is such that the analogy with the status of sense quali-
breaks down. For the latter stand in relations to each other, they are
and composed, so as to produce, jointly, the appearance of the
>ject. Non-sensory qualities, on the other hand, surround and permeate
whole structure in fluid omnipresence and cannot be brought into
explicit correlation with its component elements. They are contained
the sensory qualities as well as in the formal aspects, and despite all
own variety and contrasts they melt and mingle in a total impression
is very hard to analyze.”
All feelings, Baensch maintains, are non-sensory qualities; subjective
are contained in a Self, objective ones in impersonal things. The
1 difficulty is to think of them apart from any host, to conceive them
Independent contents of the world. “Certainly,” he says, “feelings as
i [enced qualities are not vague or indefinite at all but have a very
ste and particular character. But to conceptual treatment they are
trant as soon as we try to go beyond the crudest general designa-
there is no systematic scheme that is subtle enough in its logical
rations to capture and convey their properties.
“Nothing, therefore, avails us in life and in scientific thought but to
them indirectly, correlating them with the describable events,
or outside ourselves, that contain and thus convey them; in the
that anyone reminded of such events will thus be led somehow to
fence the emotive qualities, too, that we wish to bring to his atten-

»4
iPere the crucial problem obviously is to present feelings not to en-
t (even in Alexander’s sense), but to conception; not experience
Lgs (which is presupposed in the appeal to memory), but knowL
\ about them is difficult to achieve. “Since they are non-sensory qual-

our apperception of them is also of a non-sensuous sort. . ., There
apperception so blind as the non-sensuous apperception of feelings.
*... How can we capture, hold and handle feelings so that their

|ent may be made conceivable and presented to our consciousness
Universal form, without being understood in the strict sense, i.e. by
of concepts? The answer is: We can do it by creating objects

the feelings we seek to hold are so definitely embodied that any

¥'Kunst and Gefiihl,” Logos, II, pp. 5-6.
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subject confronted with these objects, and emphatically disposed toward
them, cannot but experience a non-sensuous apperception of the feelings
in question. Such objects are called ‘works of art/ and by ‘art’ we desig-
nate the activity that produces them.5

Almost every paragraph of Baensch’s article is relevant to the theory

I am about to propose and develop. One is tempted to go on quoting
indefinitely, and I shall freely return to the task on further occasion.
But the above will serve, perhaps, to show the horns of the dilemma to
which philosophy of art has come, in all their guises: expression and
impression, form and feeling, significance and sensation. Here, in the
latest version, art works contain feelings, but do not feel them. We find
the feelings there and react to the apperception of them with pleasure
or displeasure, which are our own feelings, the ones we have at the time.
But the status of the unfelt feelings that inhere in art objects is onto-
logically obscure, and their non-sensuous apperception in a work that is
generally supposed to be given directly and entirely to sensuous percep-
tion is epistemologically just as difficult.

The answer, I think, waits upon an idea that is itself not foreign to
aesthetic theory, but has never been used in its highest capacity and to
its true purposes. It i; the most powerful generative idea in humanistic
thinking today, wherefore I have called it, elsewhere, the “new key” in
philosophy. As Baensch has left the problem of feeling in art, that problem
at least is ready for transposition into the new key which will bring it
into unexpected harmonies. More than ready, in fact; the modulation
is almost complete when he proposes that the function of art, like that
of science, is to acquaint the beholder with something he has not known
before. Here the idea of symbolic agency is so close to overt expression
that it fairly shimmers between the lines. But its real office here has
nothing to do with the iconographic functions usually assigned to sym-
bols in art. The artistic symbol, qua artistic, negotiates insight, not refer-
ence; it does not rest upon convention, but motivates and dictates con-
ventions. It is deeper than any semantic of accepted signs and their
referents, more essential than any schema that may be heuristically read.

The many leading ideas in aesthetic theory that are current today,
each seeking to thread a different path through the mysteries of artistic

E p-14.
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experience, and each constantly evading or perforce accepting some para-
doxical post, really all converge on the same problem: What is “signifi-
cance” in art? What, in other words, is meant by “Significant Form”?

The answer to this problem entails, I believe, the solution of all the
related yet oddly incommensurable paradoxes, and most directly the one
involved in Baensch’s notion of objective feelings, non-sensuous qualities
invisibly seen. And the proposal of this answer is our first gambit.



Chapter three
THE SYMBOL OF FEELING

In the book to which the present one is a sequel there is
a chapter entitled “On Significance in Music.” The theory of significance
there developed is a special theory, which does not pretend to any fur-
ther application than the one made of it in that original realm, namely
music. Yet, the more one reflects on the significance of art generally, the
more the music theory appears as a lead. And the hypothesis certainly
suggests itself that the oft-asserted fundamental unity of the arts lies
not so much in parallels between their respective elements or analogies
among their techniques, as in the singleness of their characteristic im-
port, the meaning of “significance” with respect to any and each of them.
“Significant Form” (which really has significance) is the essence of every
art; it is what we mean by calling anything “artistic.”

If the proposed lead will not betray us, we have here a principle of
analysis that may be applied within each separate art gender in explain-
ing its peculiar choice and use of materials; a criterion of what is or is
not relevant in judging works of art in any realm; a direct exhibition
of the unity of all the arts (without necessitating a resort to “origins” in
fragmentary, doubtful history, and still more questionable prehistory);
and the making of a truly general theory of art as such, wherein the
several arts may be distinguished as well as connected, and almost any
philosophical problems they present—problems of their relative values,
their special powers or limitations, their social function, their connection
with dream and fantasy or with actuality, etc., etc.—may be tackled with
some hope of decision. The proper way to construct a general theory is
by generalization of a special one; and I believe the analysis of musical
significance in Philosophy in a New Key is capable of such generaliza-
tion, and of furnishing a valid theory of significance for the whole Par-
nassus.

The study of musical significance grew out of a prior philosophical

*4
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reflection on the meaning of the very popular term “expression/' In the
literature of aesthetics this word holds a prominent place; or rather, it
holds prominent places, for it is employed in more than one sense and
consequently changes its meaning from one book to another, and some-
times even from passage to passage in a single work. Sometimes writers
who are actually in close agreement use it in incompatible ways, and
literally contradict each other’s statements, yet actually do not become
aware of this fact, because each will read the word as the other intended
it, not as he really used it where it happens to occur. Thus Roger Fry
tried to elucidate Clive Bell's famous but cryptic phrase, “Significant
Form,” by identifying it with Flaubert’s “expression of the Idea”; and
Bell probably subscribes fully to Fry’s exegesis, as far as it goes (which,
as Fry remarks, is unfortunately not very far, since the “Idea” is the
next hurdle). Yet Bell himself, trying to explain his meaning, says: “It
is useless to go to a picture gallery in search of expression; you must
go in search of Significant Form.” Of course Bell is thinking here of
“expression” in an entirely different sense. Perhaps he means that you
should not look for the artist’s *//-expression, i.e. for a record of his
emotions. Yet this reading is doubtful, for elsewhere in the same book
he says: “It seems to me possible, though by no means certain, that
created form moves us so profoundly because it expresses the emotion
of its creator.” Now, is the emotion of the creator the “Idea” in Flau-
bert’s sense, or is it not ? Or does the same work have, perhaps, two dif-
ferent expressive functions? And what about the kind we must not look
for in a picture gallery?

We may, of course, look for any kind of expression we like, and there
is even a fair chance that, whatever it be, we shall find it. A work of art
is often a spontaneous expression of feeling, i.e., a symptom of the artist’s
state of mind. If it represents human beings it is probably also a render-
ing of some sort of facial expression which suggests the feelings those
beings are supposed to have. Moreover, it may be said to “express,” in
another sense, the life of the society from which it stems, namely to
indicate customs, dress, behavior, and to reflect confusion or decorum,
violence or peace. And besides all these things it is sure to express the
unconscious wishes and nightmares of its author. All these things may
be found in museums and galleries if we choose to note them.
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But they may also be found in wastebaskets and in the margins of
schoolbooks. This does not mean that someone has discarded a work
of art, or produced one when he was bored with long division. It merely
means that all drawings, utterances, gestures, or personal records of any
sort express feelings, beliefs, social conditions, and interesting neuroses;
“expressionss in any of these senses is not peculiar to art, and consequently
is not what makes for artistic value.

Artistic significance, or “expression of the Idea,” is “expression” in
still a different sense and, indeed, a radically different one. In all the
contexts mentioned above, the art work or other object functioned as a
sign that pointed to some matter of fact—how someone felt, what he
believed, when and where he lived, or what bedeviled his dreams. But
expression of an idea, even in ordinary usage, where the “idea” has no
capital 1, does not refer to the signific function, i.e. the indication of a
fact by some natural symptom or invented signal. It usually refers to the
prime purpose of language, which is discourse, the presentation of mere
ideas. When we say that something is well expressed, we do not neces-
sarily believe the expressed idea to refer to our present situation, or even
to be true, but only to be given clearly and objectively for contemplation.
Such “expression” is the function of symbols: articulation and presenta-
tion of concepts. Herein symbols differ radically from signals.! A signal
is comprehended if it serves to make us notice the object or situation it
bespeaks. A symbol is understood when we conceive the idea it presents.

The logical difference between signals and symbols is sufficiently
explained, I think, in Philosophy in a New Key to require no repetition
here, although much more could be said about it than that rather general
little treatise undertook to say. Here, as there, I shall go on to a con-
sequent of the logical studies, a theory of significance that points the
contrast between the functions of art and of discourse, respectively; but
this time with reference to all the arts, not only the non-verbal and
essentially non-representative art of music.

In Philosophy in a New Key (cited hereafter as New Key) the major distinc-
tion was drawn between “signs” and “symbols”; Charles W. Morris, in Signs, Lan-
guage and Behavior, distinguishes between “signals” and “symbols.” This seems to
me a better use of words, since it leaves “sign” to cover both “signal” and “symbol,”
whereas my former usage left me without any generic term. I have, therefore,
adopted his practice, despite the fact that it makes for a discrepancy in the termi-
nology of two books that really belong together.
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The theory of music, however, is our point of departure, wherefore
it may be briefly recapitulated here as it finally stood in the earlier book:

The tonal structures we call “music” bear a close logical similarity
to the forms of human feeling—forms of growth and of attenuation, flow-
ing and stowing, conflict and resolution, speed, arrest, terrific excitement,
calm, or subtle activation and dreamy lapses—not joy and sorrow per-
haps, but the poignancy of either and both—the greatness and brevity
and eternal passing of everything vitally felt. Such is the pattern, or
logical form, of sentience; and the pattern of music is that same form
worked out in pure, measured sound and silence. Music is a tonal analogue
of emotive life.

Such formal analogy, or congruence of logical structures, is the prime
requisite for the relation between a symbol and whatever it is to mean.
The symbol and the object symbolized must have some common logical
form.

But purely on the basis of formal analogy, there would be no telling
which of two congruent structures was the symbol and which the mean-
ing, since the relation of congruence, or formal likeness, is symmetrical,
i.e. it works both ways. (If John looks so much like James that you can’t
tell him from James, then you can’t tell James from John, either.) There
must be a motive for choosing, as between two entities or two systems,
one to be the symbol of the other. Usually the decisive reason is that one
is easier to perceive and handle than the other. Now sounds are much
easier to produce, combine, perceive, and identify, than feelings. Forms
of sentience occur only in the course of nature, but musical forms may
be invented and intoned at will. Their general pattern may be reincar-
nated again and again by repeated performance. The effect is actually
never quite the same even though the physical repetition may be exact,
as in recorded music, because the exact degree of one’s familiarity with
a passage affects the experience of it, and this factor can never be made
permanent. Yet within a fairly wide range such variations are, happily,
unimportant. To some musical forms even much less subtle changes are
not really disturbing, for instance certain differences of instrumentation
and even, within limits, of pitch or tempo. To others, they are fatal. But
in the main, sound is a negotiable medium, capable of voluntary com-
position and repetition, whereas feeling is not; this trait recommends
tonal structures for symbolic purposes.
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Furthermore, a symbol is used to articulate ideas of something we
wish to think about, and until we have a fairly adequate symbolism we
cannot think about it. So interest always plays a major part in making
one thing, or realm of things, the meaning of something else, the symbol
or system of symbols.

Sound, as a sheer sensory factor in experience, may be soothing or
exciting, pleasing or torturing; but so are the factors of taste, smell, and
touch. Selecting and exploiting such somatic influences is self-indulgence,
a very different thing from art. An enlightened society usually has some
means, public or private, to support its artists, because their work is
regarded as a spiritual triumph and a claim to greatness for the whole
tribe. But mere epicures would hardly achieve such fame. Even chefs,
perfumers, and upholsterers, who produce the means of sensory pleasure
for others, are not rated as the torchbearers of culture and inspired crea-
tors. Only their own advertisements bestow such titles on them. If music,
patterned sound, had no other office than to stimulate and soothe our
nerves, pleasing our ears as well-combined foods please our palates, it
might be highly popular, but never culturally important. Its historic de-
velopment would be too trivial a subject to engage many people in its
lifelong study, though a few desperate Ph.D. theses might be wrung from
its anecdotal past under the rubric of “social history.” And music con-
servatories would be properly rated exactly like cooking schools.

Our interest in music arises from its intimate relation to the all-
important life of feeling, whatever that relation may be. After much
debate on current theories, the conclusion reached in Philosophy in a
New Key is that the function of music is not stimulation of feeling, but
expression of it; and furthermore, not the symptomatic expression of
feelings that beset the composer but a symbolic expression of the forms
of sentience as he understands them. It bespeaks his imagination of feel-
ings rather than his own emotional state, and expresses what he knows
about the so-called “inner life”; and this may exceed his personal case,
because music is a symbolic form to him through which he may learn
as well as utter ideas of human sensibility.

There are many difficulties involved in the assumption that music is
a symbol, because we are so deeply impressed with the paragon of sym-
bolic form, namely language, that we naturally carry its characteristics
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* into our conceptions and expectations of any other mode. Yet music
~ not a kind of language. Its significance is really something different
frpyn what is traditionally and properly called “meaning.” Perhaps the
logicians and positivistic philosophers who have objected to the term
~implicit meaning,” on the ground that “meaning” properly so-called is

|:H||Jways explicable, definable, and translatable, are prompted by a per-

li-i” ctfy rational desire to keep so difficult a term free from any further

51 ff 1------ ts and sources of confusion; and if this can be done without

inferring the concept itself which I have designated as “implicit meaning,”

certainly seems the part of wisdom to accept their strictures.

|t Probably the readiest way to understand the precise nature of musical

I pymbolization is to consider the characteristics of language and then, by

~ comparison and contrast, note the different structure of music, and the

ijr consequent differences and similarities between the respective functions
of those two logical forms. Because the prime purpose of language is
discourse, the conceptual framework that has developed under its influ-
ence is known as “discursive reason.” Usually, when one speaks of
“reason” at all, one tacitly assumes its discursive pattern. But in a
broader sense any appreciation of form, any awareness of patterns in
experience, is “reason”; and discourse with all its refinements (e.g.
mathematical symbolism, which is an extension of language) is only one
possible pattern. For practical communication, scientific knowledge, and
philosophical thought it is the only instrument we have. But on just that
account there are whole domains of experience that philosophers deem
“ineffable.” If those domains appear to anyone the most important, that
person is naturally inclined to condemn philosophy and science as barren
and false. To such an evaluation one is entitled; not, however, to the
claim of a better way to philosophical truth through instinct, intuition,
feeling, or what have you. Intuition is the basic process of all under-
standing, just as operative in discursive thought as in clear sense per-
ception and immediate judgment; there will be more to say about that
presently. But it is no substitute for discursive logic in the making of
any theory, contingent or transcendental.

The difference between discursive and non-discursive logical forms,
their respective advantages and limitations, and their consequent sym-
bolic uses have already been discussed in the previous book, but because
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the theory, there developed, of music as a symbolic form is our starting
point here for a whole philosophy of art, the underlying semantic prin-
ciples should perhaps be explicitly recalled first.

In language, which is the most amazing symbolic system humanity
has invented, separate words are assigned to separately conceived items
in experience on a basis of simple, one-to-one correlation. A word that is
not composite (made of two or more independently meaningful vocables,

» «

such as “omni-potent,” “com-posite”) may be assigned to mean any ob-
ject taken as one. We may even, by fiat, take a word like “omnipotent,”
and regarding it as one, assign it a connotation that is not composite,
for instance by naming a race horse “Omnipotent.” Thus Praisegod
Barbon (“Barebones”) was an indivisible being although his name is a
composite word. He had a brother called “If-Christ-had-not-come-into-
the-world-thou-wouldst-have-been-damned.” The simple correlation be-
tween a name and its bearer held here between a whole sentence taken
as one word and an object to which it was arbitrarily assigned. Any
symbol that names something is “taken as one”; so is the object. A
“crowd” is a lot of people, but taken as a lot, i.e. as one crowd.

So long as we correlate symbols and concepts in this simple fashion
we are free to pair them as we like. A word or mark used arbitrarily to
denote or connote something may be called an associative symbol, for
its meaning depends entirely on association. As soon, however, as words
taken to denote different things are used in combination, something is
expressed by the way they are combined. The whole complex is a symbol,
because the combination of words brings their connotations irresistibly
together in a complex, too, and this complex of ideas is analogous to the
word-complex. To anyone who knows the meanings of all the constituent
words in the name of Praisegod’s brother, the name is likely to sound
absurd, because it is a sentence. The concepts associated with the words
form a complex concept, the parts of which are related in a pattern anal-
ogous to the word-pattern. Word-meanings and grammatical forms, or
rules for word-using, may be freely assigned; but once they are accepted,
propositions emerge automatically as the meanings of sentences. One may
say that the elements of propositions are named by words, but proposi-
tions themselves are articulated by sentences.

A complex symbol such as a sentence, or a map (whose outlines cor-
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respond formally to the vastly greater outlines of a country), or a graph
(analogous, perhaps, to invisible conditions, the rise and fall of prices,
the progress of an epidemic) is an articulate form. Its characteristic
symbolic function is what I call logical expression. It expresses relations;
and it may “mean”—connote or denote—any complex of elements that is
of the same articulate form as the symbol, the form which the symbol
“expresses.”

Music, like language, is an articulate form. Its parts not only fuse
together to yield a greater entity, but in so doing they maintain some
degree of separate existence, and the sensuous character of each element
is affected by its function in the complex whole. This means that the
greater entity we call a composition is not merely produced by mixture,
like a new color made by mixing paints, but is articulated, i.e. its internal
structure is given to our perception.

Why, then, is it not a language of feeling, as it has often been called ?
Because its elements are not words—independent associative symbols
with a reference fixed by convention. Only as an articulate form is it
found to fit anything; and since there is no meaning assigned to any
of its parts, it lacks one of the basic characteristics of language—fixed
association, and therewith a single, unequivocal reference. We are always
free to fill its subtle articulate forms with any meaning that fits them;
that is, it may convey an idea of anything conceivable in its logical
image. So, although we do receive it as a significant form, and compre-
hend the processes of life and sentience through its audible, dynamic
pattern, it is not a language, because it has no vocabulary.

Perhaps, in the same spirit of strict nomenclature, one really should
not refer to its content as “meaning,” either. Just as music is only loosely
and inexactly called a language, so its symbolic function is only loosely
called meaning, because the factor of conventional reference is missing
from it. In Philosophy in a New Key music was called an “unconsum-
mated” symbol.2 But meaning, in the usual sense recognized in semantics,
includes the condition of conventional reference, or consummation of the
symbolic relationship. Music has import, and this import is the pattern
of sentience—the pattern of life itself, as it is felt and directly known.

“Harvard University Press edition, p. 240; New American Library (Mentor)
edition, p. 195.
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Let us therefore call the significance of music its “vital import” instead
of “meaning,” using “vital” not as a vague laudatory term, but as a
qualifying adjective restricting the relevance of “import” to the dynamism
of subjective experience.

So much, then, for the theory of music; music is “significant form,”
and its significance is that of a symbol, a highly articulated sensuous
object, which by virtue of its dynamic structure can express the forms
of vital experience which language is peculiarly unfit to convey. Feeling,
life, motion and emotion constitute its import.

Here, in rough outline, is the special theory of music which may, I
believe, be generalized to yield a theory of art as such. The basic con-
cept is the articulate but non-discursive form having import without con-
ventional reference, and therefore presenting itself not as a symbol in
the ordinary sense, but as a “significant form,” in which the factor of
significance is not logically discriminated, but is felt as a quality rather
than recognized as a function. If this basic concept be applicable to all
products of what we call “the arts,” i.e. if all works of art may be re-
garded as significant forms in exactly the same sense as musical works,
then all the essential propositions in the theory of music may be extended
to the other arts, for they all define or elucidate the nature of the symbol
and its import.

That crucial generalization is already given by sheer circumstance:
for the very term “significant form” was originally introduced in con-
nection with other arts than music, in the development of another special
theory; all that has so far been written about it was supposed to apply
primarily, if not solely, to visual arts. Clive Bell, who coined the phrase,
is an art critic, and (by his own testimony) not a musician. His own
introduction of the term is given in the following words:

“Every one speaks of ‘art, making a mental classification by which
he distinguishes the class ‘works of art’ from all other classes. What is
the justification of this classification? . . . There must be some one
quality without which a work of art cannot exist; possessing which, in
the least degree, no work is altogether worthless. What is this quality?
What quality is shared by all objects that provoke our aesthetic emo-
tions? What quality is common to Santa Sophia and the Windows at
Chartres, Mexican sculpture, a Persian bowl, Chinese carpets, Giotto’s
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frescoes at Padua, and the masterpieces of Poussin, Piero della Francesca,
and Cezanne ? Only one answer seems possible—significant form. In each,
lines and colours combined in a particular way, certain forms and rela-
tions of forms, stir our aesthetic emotions. These relations and combina-
tions of lines and colours, these aesthetically moving forms, I call ‘Sig-
nificant Form’; and ‘Significant Form’ is the one quality common to all
works of visual art.”8

Bell is convinced that the business of aesthetics is to contemplate
the aesthetic emotion and its object, the work of art, and that the reason
why certain objects move us as they do lies beyond the confines of
aesthetics.4 If that were so, there would be little of interest to contem-
plate. It seems to me that the reason for our immediate recognition of
“significant form” is the heart of the aesthetical problem; and Bell him-
self has given several hints of a solution, although his perfectly justified
dread of heuristic theories of art kept him from following out his own
observations. But, in the light of the music theory that culminates in
the concept of “significant form,” perhaps the hints in his art theory are
enough.

“Before we feel an aesthetic emotion for a combination of forms,”
he says (only to withdraw hastily, even before the end of the paragraph,
from any philosophical commitment) “do we not perceive intellectually
the rightness and necessity of the combination ? If we do, it would explain
the fact that passing rapidly through a room we recognize a picture to
be good, although we cannot say that it has provoked much emotion. We
seem to have recognized intellectually the rightness of its forms without
staying to fix our attention, and collect, as it were, their emotional sig-
nificance. If this were so, it would be permissible to inquire whether it
was the forms themselves or our perception of their rightness and neces-
sity that caused aesthetic emotion.”s

Certainly “rightness and necessity” are properties with philosophical
implications, and the perception of them a more telling incident than an
inexplicable emotion. To recognize that something is right and necessary
is a rational act, no matter how spontaneous and immediate the recog-
nition may be; it points to an intellectual principle in artistic judgment,
and a rational basis for the feeling Bell calls “the aesthetic emotion.”

*Ibid.;p. 8. 4bid., p. 10. éIbid., p. 26.
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This emotion is, I think, a result of artistic perception, as he suggested
in the passage quoted above; it is a personal reaction to the discovery
of “rightness and necessity” in the sensuous forms that evoke it. When-
ever we experience it we are in the presence of Art, i.e. of “significant
form.” He himself has identified it as the same experience in art appre-
ciation and in pure musical hearing, although he says he has rarely
achieved it musically. But if it is common to visual and tonal arts, and
if indeed it bespeaks the artistic value of its object, it offers another
point of support for the theory that significant form is the essence of
all art.

That, however, is about all that it offers. Bell’s assertion that every
theory of art must begin with the contemplation of “the aesthetic emo-
tion,” and that, indeed, nothing else is really the business of aesthetics,®
seems to me entirely wrong. To dwell on one’s state of mind in the
presence of a work does not further one’s understanding of the work and
its value. The question of what gives one the emotion is exactly the
question of what makes the object artistic; and that, to my mind, is
where philosophical art theory begins.

The same criticism applies to all theories that begin with an analysis
of the “aesthetic attitude” they do not get beyond it. Schopenhauer,
who is chiefly responsible for the notion of a completely desireless state
of pure, sensuous discrimination as the proper attitude toward works of
art, did not make it the starting point of his system, but a consequence.
Why, then, has it been so insistently employed, especially of late, as the
chief datum in artistic experience?

Probably under pressure of the psychologists currents that have
tended, for the last fifty years at least, to force all philosophical prob-
lems of art into the confines of behaviorism and pragmatism, where they
find neither development nor solution, but are assigned to vague realms
of “value” and “interest,” in which nothing of great value or interest
has yet been done. The existence of art is accounted for, its value ad-
mitted, and there’s an end of it. But the issues that really challenge the
aesthetician—e.g. the exact nature and degree of interrelation among the
arts, the meaning of “essential” and “unessential,” the problem of trans-
latability, or transposability, of artistic ideas—either cannot arise in a

«See reference above, p. 33, note 4.
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psychologistic context, or are answered, without real investigation, on
the strength of some general premise that seems to cover them. The
whole tenor of modern philosophy, especially in America, is uncongenial
to serious speculation on the meaning and difficulty and seriousness of
art works. Yet the pragmatic outlook, linked as it is with natural sci-
ence, holds such sway over us that no academic discussion can resist its

~ magnetic, orienting concepts; its basic psychologism underlies every

doctrine that really looks respectable.
Now, the watchword of this established doctrine is “experience.” If
the leading philosophers publish assorted essays under such titles as

" Freedom and Experience,” or center their systematic discourse around

Experience and Nature$ so that in their aesthetics, too, we are presented
with The Aesthetic Experience® and Art as Experience,l¥ it is natural
enough that artists, who are amateurs in philosophy, try to treat their
subject in the same vein, and write: Experiencing American Pictures,” 11
or: Dance~A Creative Art Experience’2 As far as possible, these writers

- who grope more or less for principles of intellectual analysis adopt the

current terminology, and therewith they are committed to the prevail-
ing fashion of thought.

Since this fashion has grown up under the mentorship of natural sci-
ence, it brings with it not only the great ideals of empiricism, namely
observation, analysis and verification, but also certain cherished hypoth-
eses, primarily from the least perfect and successful of the sciences,
psychology and sociology. The chief assumption that determines the
entire procedure of pragmatic philosophy is that all human interests are
direct or oblique manifestations of “drives” motivated by animal needs.
This premise limits the class of admitted human interests to such as
can, by one device or another, be interpreted in terms of animal psy-
chology. An astonishingly great part of human behavior really does bear
such interpretation without strain; and pragmatists, so far, do not admit
that there is any point where the principle definitely fails, and its use
falsifies our empirical findings.

The effect of the genetic premise on art theory is that aesthetic values

7Essays in Honor of Horace M. Kalten (1947). 8John Dewey (1925).
9Laurence Buermeyer (1924). 10John Dewey (1934).
11 Ralph M. Pearson (1943). 12Margaret H'Doubler (1940).
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must be treated either as direct satisfactions, i.e. pleasures, or as instru-
mental values, that is to say, means to fulfillment of biological needs.
It is either a leisure interest, like sports and hobbies, or it is valuable
for getting on with the world’s work—strengthening morale, integrating
social groups, or venting dangerous repressed feelings in a harmless emo-
tional catharsis. But in either case, artistic experience is not essentially
different from ordinary physical, practical, and social experience.3

The true connoisseurs of art, however, feel at once that to treat great
art as a source of experiences not essentially different from the experi-
ences of daily life—a stimulus to one’s active feelings, and perhaps a
means of communication between persons or groups, promoting mutual
appreciation—is to miss the very essence of it, the thing that makes art
as important as science or even religion, yet sets it apart as an auton-
omous, creative function of a typically human mind. If, then, they feel
constrained by the prevailing academic tradition to analyze their experi-
ence, attitude, response, or enjoyment, they can only begin by saying
that aesthetic experience is different from any other, the attitude toward
works of art is a highly special one, the characteristic response is an
entirely separate emotion, something more than common enjoyment—
not related to the pleasures or displeasures furnished by one’s actual sur-
roundings, and therefore disturbed by them rather than integrated with
the contemporary scene.

This conviction does not spring from a sentimental concern for the

«

13Cf. John Dewey, Art as Experience, p. io: . the forces that create the
gulf between producer and consumer in modern society operate to create also a
«Chasm between ordinary and esthetic experience. Finally we have, as a record of this
chasm, accepted as if it were normal, the philosophies of art that locate it in a
region inhabited by no other creature, and that emphasize beyond all reason the
merely contemplative character of the esthetic.”

Also 1. A. Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism, pp. 16-17: “When we look
at a picture, read a poem, or listen to music, we are not doing something quite
unlike what we were doing on our way to the Gallery or when we dressed in the
morning. The fashion in which the experience is caused in us is different, and as a
rule the experience is more complex and, if we are successful, more unified. But our
activity is not of a fundamentally different type.”

Laurence Buermeyer, in The Aesthetic Experience, p. 79, follows his account
of artistic expression with tho statement: “This does not mean, once more, that
what the artist has to say is different in kind from what is to be said in actual
life, or that the realm of art is in any essential respect divorced from the realm
of reality.”
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glamor and dignity of the arts, as Mr. Dewey suggests ;4 it arises from
the fact that when people in whom appreciation for some art—be it paint-
ing, music, drama, or what not—is spontaneous and pronounced, are in-
duced by a psychologistic fashion to reflect on their attitude toward the
works they appreciate, they find it not at all comparable with the atti-
tude they have toward a new automobile, a beloved creature, or a glorious
morning. They feel a different emotion, and in a different way. Since art
i$ viewed as a special kind of “experience,” inaccessible to those who
cannot enter into the proper spirit, a veritable cult of the “aesthetic
attitude” has grown up among patrons of the art gallery and the con-
cert hall.

But the aesthetic attitude, which is supposed to beget the art experi-
ence in the presence of suitable objects (what makes them suitable seems
to be a minor question, relegated to a time when “science” shall be ready
to answer it), is hard to achieve, harder to maintain, and rarely com-
plete. H. S. Langfeld, who wrote a whole book about it, described it as
an attitude “that for most individuals has to be cultivated if it is to
exist at all in midst of the opposing and therefore disturbing influences
which are always present.”’s And David Prall, in his excellent Aesthetic
Analysis, observes: “Even a young musical fanatic at a concert of his
favorite music has some slight attention left for the comfort of his body
and his posture, some vague sense of the direction of exits, a degree of
attention most easily raised into prominence by any interference with
his comfort by his neighbor's movements, or accidental noises coming
from elsewhere, whether these indicate the danger of fire or some milder
reason for taking action. Complete aesthetic absorption, strictly relevant
to one object, is at least rare; the world as exclusively aesthetic surface
is seldom if ever the sole object of our attention.”6

Few listeners or spectators, in fact, ever quite attain the state which
Roger Fry described, in Vision and Design, as “disinterested intensity *!

14Speaking of the separation of art from life “that many theorists and critics

pride themselves upon holding and even elaborating,” he attributes it to the desire

to keep art “spiritual,” and says in explanation: “For many persons an aura of

j mingled awe and unreality encompasses the ‘spiritual* and the ‘ideal* while ‘matter*

ihas become . . . something to be explained away or apologized for.” John Dewey,
Iop.cU,p.6.

™The Aesthetic Attitude, p. 6$. 16Aesthetic Analysis, pp. 7-8.
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of contemplation”7—the only state in which one may really perceive a
work of art, and experience the aesthetic emotion. Most people are too
busy or too lazy to uncouple their minds from all their usual interests
before looking at a picture or a vase. That explains, presumably, what
he remarked somewhat earlier in the same essay: “In proportion as art
becomes purer the number of people to whom it appeals gets less. It cuts
out all the romantic overtones which are the usual bait by which men
are induced to accept a work of art. It appeals only to the aesthetic
sensibility, and that in most men is comparatively weak.”8

If the groundwork of all genuine art experience is really such a sophis-
ticated, rare, and artificial attitude, it is something of a miracle that
the world recognizes works of art as public treasures at all. And that
primitive peoples, from the cave dwellers of Altamira to the early Greeks,
should quite unmistakably have known what was beautiful, becomes
a sheer absurdity.

There is that, at least, to be said for the pragmatists: they recognize
the art interest as something natural and robust, not a precarious hot-
house flower reserved for the very cultured and initiate. But the small
compass of possible human interests permitted by their biological prem-
ises blinds them to the fact that a very spontaneous, even primitive
activity may none the less be peculiarly human, and may require long
study in its own terms before its relations to the rest of our behavior
become clear. To say, as I. A. Richards does, that if we knew more about
the nervous system and its responses to “certain stimuli” (note that
“certain,” when applied to hypothetical data, means “uncertain,” since
the data cannot be exactly designated) we would find that “the unpre-
dictable and miraculous differences ... in the total responses which
slight changes in the arrangement of stimuli produce, can be fully ac-
counted for in terms of the sensitiveness of the nervous system; and
the mysteries of ‘forms’ are merely a consequence of our present igno-
rance of the detail of its action,” is not only an absurd pretension (for
how do we know what facts we would find and what their implications
would prove to be, before we have found them?), but an empty hypoth-
esis, because there is no elementary success that indicates the direction
in which neurological aesthetics could develop. If a theoretical beginning

17Vision and Design, p. 29. 161 bid., p. 15. bOp. cit., p. 172.
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existed, one could imagine an extension of the same procedure to describe
artistic experience in terms of conditioned reflexes, rudimentary impulses,
or perhaps cerebral vibrations; but so far the data furnished by galvan-
ometers and encephalographs have not borne on artistic problems, even
to the extent of explaining the simple, obvious difference of effect between
a major scale and its parallel minor. The proposition that if we knew
the facts we would find them to be thus and thus is merely an article of
innocent, pseudo-scientific faith.

The psychological approach, dictated by the general empiricist trend
in philosophy, has not brought us within range of any genuine problems
of art. So, instead of studying the “slight changes of stimuli” which cause
“unpredictable and miraculous changes” in our nervous responses, we
might do better to look upon the art object as something in its own
right, with properties independent of our prepared reactions—properties
which command our reactions, and make art the autonomous and essen-
tial factor that it is in every human culture.

The concept of significant form as an articulate expression of feeling,
reflecting the verbally ineffable and therefore unknown forms of sentience,
offers at least a starting point for such inquiries. All articulation is dif-
ficult, exacting, and ingenious; the making of a symbol requires crafts-
manship as truly as the making of a convenient bowl or an efficient
paddle, and the techniques of expression are even more important social
traditions than the skills of self-preservation, which an intelligent being
can evolve by himself, at least in rudimentary ways, to meet a given
situation. The fundamental technique of expression—language—is some-
thing we all have to learn by example and practice, i.e. by conscious or
unconscious training.2° People whose speech training has been very casual
are less sensitive to what is exact and fitting for the expression of an
idea than those of cultivated habit; not only with regard to arbitrary
rules of usage, but in respect of logical rightness and necessity of expres-
sion, i.e. saying what they mean and not something else. Similarly, I
believe, all making of expressive form is a craft. Therefore the normal
evolution of art is in close association with practical skills—building,
ceramics, weaving, carving, and magical practices of which the average

20Cf, New Key, Chap, v, “Language.’
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civilized person no longer knows the importance;2! and therefore, also,
sensitivity to the rightness and necessity of visual or musical forms is
apt to be more pronounced and sure in persons of some artistic training
than in those who have only a bowing acquaintance with the arts. Tech-
nique is the means to the creation of expressive form, the symbol of sen-
tience; the art process is the application of some human skill to this
essential purpose.

At this point I will make bold to offer a definition of art, which serves
to distinguish a “work of art” from anything else in the world, and at
the same time to show why, and how, a utilitarian object may be also
a work of art; and how a work of so-called “pure” art may fail of its
purpose and be simply bad, just as a shoe that cannot be worn is simply
bad by failing of its purpose. It serves, moreover, to establish the rela-
tion of art tc physical skill, or making, on the one hand, and to feeling
and expression on the other. Here is the tentative definition, on which
the following chapters are built: Art is the creation of forms symbolic
of human feeling.

The word “creation” is introduced here with full awareness of its
problematical character. There is a definite reason to say a craftsman
produces goods, but creates a thing of beauty; a builder erects a house,
but creates an edifice if the house is a real work of architecture, how-
ever modest. An artifact as such is merely a combination of material
parts, or a modification of a natural object to suit human purposes. It
is not a creation, but an arrangement of given factors. A work of art,
on the other hand, is more than an “arrangement” of given things—even
qualitative things. Something emerges from the arrangement of tones or
colors, which was not there before, and this, rather than the arranged
material, is the symbol of sentience.

The making of this expressive form is the creative process that en-
lists a man’s utmost technical skill in the service of his utmost conceptual
power, imagination. Not the invention of new original turns, nor the
adoption of novel themes, merits the word “creative,” but the making of
any work symbolic of feeling, even in the most canonical context and

21Yet a pervasive magical interest has probably been the natural tie between
practical fitness and expressiveness in primitive artifacts. See New Key, chap, ix,
“The Genesis of Artistic Import.”
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manner. A thousand people may have used every device and convention
of it before. A Greek vase was almost always a creation, although its
form was traditional and its decoration deviated but little from that of
its numberless forerunners. The creative principle, nonetheless, was prob-
ably active in it from the first throw of the clay.

To expound that principle, and develop it in each autonomous realm

of art, is the only way to justify the definition, which really is a philo-
sophical theory of art in miniature.
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SEMBLANCE

It is a curious fact that people who spend their lives in
t contact with the arts—artists, to whom the appreciation of beauty
xtainly a continual and “immediate” experience—do not assume and
vate the “aesthetic attitude.” To them, the artistic value of a work
its most obvious property. They see it naturally and constantly; they
pot have to make themselves, first, unaware of the rest of the world,
tical awareness may be there, in a secondary position, as it is for
ie who is engrossed in interesting talk or happenings; if it becomes
insistent to be ignored, they may become quite furious. But normally,
lure of the object is greater than the distractions that compete with
is not the percipient who discounts the surroundings, but the work
t which, if it is successful, detaches itself from the rest of the world;
tnerely sees it as it is presented to him.
very real work of art has a tendency to appear thus dissociated
| mundane environment. The most immediate impression it ere-
one of “otherness” from reality—the impression of an illusion
the thing, action, statement, or flow of sound that constitutes
k. Even where the element of representation is absent, where
is imitated or feigned—in a lovely textile, a pot, a building, a
-this air of illusion, of being a sheer image, exists as forcibly as
most deceptive picture or the most plausible narrative. Where
ixpert in the particular art in question perceives immediately a

tness and necessity” of forms, the unversed but sensitive spectator
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perceives only a peculiar air of “otherness,” which has been variously

» o« » o« » o« » o«

described as “strangeness,” “semblance,” “illusion,” “transparency,” “au-
tonomy,” or “self-sufficiency.”

This detachment from actuality, the “otherness” that gives even a
bona fide product like a building or a vase some aura of illusion, is a
crucial factor, indicative of the very nature of art. It is neither chance
nor caprice that has led aestheticians again and again to take account
of it (and in a period dominated by a psychologistic outlook, to seek
the explanation in a state of mind). In the element of “unreality,” which
has alternately troubled and delighted them, lies the clue to a very deep
and essential problem: the problem of creativity.

What is “created” in a work of art? More than people generally
realize when they speak of “being creative,” or refer to the characters in
a novel as the author’s “creations.” More than a delightful combination
of sensory elements; far more than any reflection or “interpretation” of
objects, people, events—the figments that artists use in their demiurgic
work, and that have made some aestheticians refer to such work as
“re-creation” rather than genuine creation. But an object that already
exists—a vase of flowers, a living person—cannot be re-created. It would
have to be destroyed to be re-created. Besides, a picture is neither a
person nor a vase of flowers. It is an image, created for the first time
out of things that are not imaginal, but quite realistic—canvas or paper,
and paints or carbon or ink.

It is natural enough, perhaps, for naive reflection to center first of
all round the relationship between an image and its object; and equally
natural to treat a picture, statue, or a graphic description as an imita-
tion of reality. The surprising thing is that long after art theory had
passed the naive stage, and every serious Thinker realized that imitation
was neither the aim nor the measure of artistic creation, the traffic of
the image with its model kept its central place among philosophical
problems of art. It has figured as the question of form and content, of
interpretation, of idealization, of belief and make-believe, and of impres-
sion and expression. Yet the idea of copying nature is not even appli-
cable to all the arts. What does a building copy? On what given object
does one model a melody?

A problem that will not die after philosophers have condemned it as
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irrelevant has still a gadfly mission in the intellectual world. Its signifi-
cance merely is bigger, in fact, than any of its formulations. So here:
the philosophical issue that is usually conceived in terms of image and
object is really concerned with the nature of images as such and their
essential difference from actualities. The difference is functional; con-
sequently real objects, functioning in a way that is normal for images,
may assume a purely imaginal status. That is why the character of an
illusion may cling to works of art that do not represent anything. Imita-
tion of other things is not the essential power of images, though it is a
very important one by virtue of which the whole problem of fact and
fiction originally came into the compass of our philosophical thought.
But the true power of the image lies in the fact that it is an abstraction,
a symbol, the bearer of an idea.

How can a work of art that does not represent anything—a building,
a pot, a patterned textile—be called an image? It becomes an image
when it presents itself purely to our vision, i.e. as a sheer visual form
instead of a locally and practically related object. If we receive it as
a completely visual thing, we abstract its appearance from its material
existence. What we see in this way becomes simply a thing of vision—
a form, an image. It detaches itself from its actual setting and acquires
a different context.

An image in this sense, something that exists only for perception,
abstracted from the physical and causal order, is the artist’s creation.
The image presented on a canvas is not a new “thing” among the things
in the studio. The canvas was there, the paints were there; the painter
has not added to them. Some excellent critics, and painters too, speak of
his “arranging” forms and colors, and regard the resultant work pri-
marily as an “arrangement.” Whistler seems to have thought in these
terms about his paintings. But even the forms are not phenomena in the
order of actual things, as spots on a tablecloth are; the forms in a design
—no matter how abstract—have a life that does not belong to mere spots.
Something arises from the process of arranging colors on a surface, some-
thing that is created, not just gathered and set in a new order: that is
the image. It emerges suddenly from the disposition of the pigments,
and with its advent the very existence of the canvas and of the paint
“arranged” on it seems to be abrogated; those actual objects become
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difficult to perceive in their own right. A new appearance has superseded
their natural aspect.

An image is, indeed, a purely virtual “object.” Its importance lies
in the fact that we do not use it to guide us to something tangible and
practical, but treat it as a complete entity with only visual attributes
and relations. It has no others; its visible character is its entire being.

The most striking virtual objects in the natural world are optical—
perfectly definite visible “things” that prove to be intangible, such as
rainbows and mirages. Many people, therefore, regard an image or illu-
sion as necessarily something visual. This conceptual limitation has even
led some literary critics, who recognize the essentially imaginal char-
acter of poetry, to suppose that poets must be visual-minded people, and
to judge that figures of speech which do not conjure up visual imagery
are not truly poetic.! F. C. Prescott, with consistency that borders on the
heroic, regards “The quality of mercy is not strained” as unpoetic be-
cause it suggests nothing visible.! 2 But the poetic image is, in fact, not
a painter’s image at all. The exact difference, which is great and far-
reaching, will be discussed in the following chapters; what concerns us
right here is the broader meaning of “image” that accounts for the gen-
uinely artistic character of non-visual arts without any reference to word
painting, or other substitute for spreading pigments on a surface to
make people see pictures.

The word “image” is almost inseparably wedded to the sense of sight
because our stock example of it is the looking-glass world that gives us
a visible copy of the things opposite the mirror without a tactual or
other sensory replica of them. But some of the alternative words that
have been used to denote the virtual character of so-called “aesthetic
objects” escape this association. Carl Gustav Jung, for instance, speaks
of it as “semblance.” His exemplary case of illusion is not the reflected
image, but the dream; and in a dream there are sounds, smells, feelings,
happenings, intentions, dangers—all sorts of invisible elements—as well
as sights, and all are equally unreal by the measures of public fact.

1See, for example, Remy de Gourmont, Le Probleme du style, especially p. 47,
where the author declares that the only people who can "write” are visual-minded
people.

2Tke Poetic Mind, p. 49.
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Dreams do not consist entirely of images, but everything in them is
imaginary. The music heard in a dream comes from a virtual piano
under the hands of an apparent musician; the whole experience is a
semblance of events. It may be as vivid as any reality, yet it is what
Schiller called “Schein.”

Schiller was the first thinker who saw what really makes “Schein,”
or semblance, important for art: the fact that it liberates perception—
and with it, the power of conception—from all practical purposes, and
lets the mind dwell on the sheer appearance of things. The function of
artistic illusion is not “make-believe,” as many philosophers and psy-
chologists assume, but the very opposite, disengagement from belief—the
contemplation of sensory qualities without their usual meanings of “Here’s
that chair,” “That’'s my telephone,” “These figures ought to add up to
the bank’s statement,” etc. The knowledge that what is before us has no
practical significance in the world is what enables us to give attention
to its appearance as such.

Everything has an aspect of appearance as well as of causal impor-
tance. Even so non-sensuous a thing as a fact or a possibility appears
this way to one person and that way to another. That is its “semblance,”
whereby it may “resemble” other things, and—where the semblance is
used to mislead judgment about its causal properties—is said to “dis-
semble” its nature. Where we know that an “object” consists entirely in
its semblance, that apart from its appearance it has no cohesion and
unity—like a rainbow, or a shadow—we call it a merely virtual object,
or an illusion. In this literal sense a picture is an illusion; we see a face,
a flower, a vista of sea or land, etc., and know that if we stretched out
our hand to it we would touch a surface smeared with paint.

The object seen is given only to the sense of sight. That is the chief
purpose of “imitation,” or “objective” painting. To present things to
sight which are known to be illusion is a ready (though by no means
necessary) way to abstract visible forms from their usual context.

Normally, of course, semblance is not misleading; a thing is what
it seems. But even where there is no deception, it may happen that an
object—a vase, for instance, or a building—arrests one sense so exclu-
sively that it seems to be given to that sense alone, and all its other
properties become irrelevant. It is quite honestly there, but is important
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only for (say) its visual character. Then we are prone to accept it as
a vision; there is such a concentration on appearance that one has a
sense of seeing sheer appearances—that is, a sense of illusion. [See Plate I.]

Herein lies the “unreality” of art that tinges even perfectly real ob-
jects like pots, textiles, and temples. Whether we deal with actual illu-
sions or with such quasi-illusions made by artistic emphasis, what is
presented is, in either case, just what Schiller called “Schein”; and a
pure semblance, or “Schein,” among the husky substantial realities of
the natural world, is a strange guest. Strangeness, separateness, otherness
—call it what you will—is its obvious lot.

The semblance of a thing, thus thrown into relief, is its direct aesthetic
quality. According to several eminent critics, this is what the artist tries
to reveal for its own sake. But the emphasis on quality, or essence, is
really only a stage in artistic conception. It is the making of a rarified
element that serves, in its turn, for the making of something else—the
imaginal art work itself. And this form is the non-discursive but articu-
late symbol of feeling.

Here is, I believe, the clear statement of what Clive Bell dealt with
rather confusedly in a passage that identified “significant form” (not,
however, significant of anything) with “aesthetic quality.” The setting
forth of pure quality, or semblance, creates a new dimension, apart from
the familiar world. That is its office. In this dimension, all artistic forms
are conceived and presented. Since their substance is illusion or “Schein”
they are, from the standpoint of practical reality, mere forms; they exist
only for the sense or the imagination that perceives them—like the fata
morgana, or the elaborate, improbable structure of events in our dreams.
The function of “semblance” is to give forms a new embodiment in
purely qualitative, unreal instances, setting them free from their normal
embodiment in real things so that they may be recognized in their own
right, and freely conceived and composed in the interest of the artist’s
ultimate aim—significance, or logical expression.

All forms in art, then, are abstracted forms; their content is only a
semblance, a pure appearance, whose function is to make them, too,
apparent—more freely and wholly apparent than they could be if they
were exemplified in a context of real circumstance and anxious interest.
It is in this elementary sense that all art is abstract. Its very substance,
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quality without practical significance, is an abstraction from material
existence; and exemplification in this illusory or quasi-illusory medium
makes the forms of things (not only shapes, but logical forms,3 e.g. pro-
portions among degrees of importance in events, or among different
speeds in motions) present themselves in abstracto. This fundamental
abstractness belongs just as forcibly to the most illustrative murals and
most realistic plays, provided they are good after their kind, as to the
deliberate abstractions that are remote representations or entirely non-
representative designs.

But abstract form as such is not an artistic ideal. To carry abstrac-
tion as far as possible, and achieve pure form in only the barest con-
ceptual medium, is a logician’s business, not a painter’s or poet’s. In art
forms are abstracted only to be made clearly apparent, and are freed
from their common uses only to be put to new uses: to act as symbols,
to become expressive of human feeling.

An artistic symbol is a much more intricate thing than what we
usually think of as a form, because it involves all the relationships of
its elements to one another, all similarities and differences of quality,
not only geometric or other familiar relations. That is why qualities enter
directly into the form itself, not as its contents, but as constitutive ele-
ments in it. Our scientific convention of abstracting mathematical forms,
which do not involve quality, and fitting them to experience, always
makes qualitative factors “content”; and as scientific conventions rule
our academic thinking, it has usually been taken for granted that in
understanding art, too, one should think of form as opposed to qualitative
“content.” But on this uncritical assumption the whole conception of form
and content comes to grief, and analysis ends in the confused assertion that
art is “formed content,” form and content are one.4 The solution of that
paradox is, that .a work of art is a structure whose interrelated elements
are often qualities, or properties of qualities such as their degrees of in-

3Mr. I. A. Richards, in his Principles of Literary Criticism, declares that when
people speak of “logical form,” they do not know just what, they mean. Perhaps he
does not know, but I do; and if he really cares to know, he will find an elementary
but systematic explanation in chapter i of my Introduction to Symbolic Logic.

4Morris Weitz, in his Philosophy of the Arts, offers an exhaustive analysis of
the form-and-content problem, which shows up the conceptual muddles on which
it rests. See Chap. 3, pp. 35-41.
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tensity; that qualities enter into the form and in this way are as much
one with it as the relations which they, and they only, have; and that
to speak of them as “content,” from which the form could be abstracted
logically, is nonsense. The form is built up out of relations peculiar to
them; they are formal elements in the structure, not contents.

Yet forms are either empty abstractions, or they do have a content;
and artistic forms have a very special one, namely their import. They
are logically expressive, or significant, forms. They are symbols for the
articulation of feeling, and convey the elusive and yet familiar pattern
of sentience. And as essentially symbolic forms they lie in a different
dimension from physical objects as such. They belong to the same cate-
gory as language, though their logical form is a different one, and as
myth and dream, though their function is not the same.

Herein lies the “strangeness” or “otherness” that characterizes an
artistic object. The form is immediately given to perception, and yet it
reaches beyond itself; it is semblance, but seems to be charged with
reality. Like speech, that is physically nothing but little buzzing sounds,
it is filled with its meaning, and its meaning is a reality. In an articulate
symbol the symbolic import permeates the whole structure, because every
articulation of that structure is an articulation of the idea it conveys;
the meaning (or, to speak accurately of a nondiscursive symbol, the vital
import) is the content of the symbolic form, given with it, as it were,
to perception.®

As though in evidence of the symbolic nature of art, its peculiar

>

“strangeness” has sometimes been called “transparency.” This transpar-
ency is what is obscured for us if our interest is distracted by the mean-
ings of objects imitated; then the art work takes on literal significance
and evokes feelings, which obscure the emotional content of the form,
the feelings that are logically presented. That is, of course, the danger
of representation, which is incurred whenever this device goes far beyond
the needs of its primary office. It has secondary functions, too, in creat-
ing the artistic form (of which more will be said) wherefore many great
artists have used their imitative powers lavishly; but in the work of a

BIn the case of language this pregnance of the physically trivial form with a con-
ceptual import verges on the miraculous. As Bernard Bosanquet said, “Language

is so transparent that it disappears, so to speak, into its own meaning, and we are
left with no characteristic medium at all.” (Three Lectures on Aesthetics, p. 64.)
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master hand the expressive form is so commanding, the transparency so
clear that no one who has discovered the phenomenon of artistic import
at all is likely to miss it there. The trouble is that many people have
never felt it at all, because they have lived in a madhouse of too much
art, wherein very great works are jumbled together with a multitude of
ruinously bad ones, instead of standing out like peaks from the level
of a modest, good tradition of design and workmanship. The very percep-
tion of form has been blunted by painful experience, instead of being
exercised at the constant invitation of simple, gracious examples, as it is
in less confused and less eclectic cultures. Tillyard remarked that the
best preparation for reading great poetry is to read much good verse.
Similarly, the surest training for the perception of great pictures is to
live surrounded by good visual forms on the modest plane of textile de-
signs and household utensils, and well-shaped decorated pitchers, jars,
vases, nicely proportioned doors and windows, good carvings and em-
broideries—instead of “this eczemic eruption of pattern on all sur-
faces,” whereof Roger Fry complained—and good illustrations in books,
especially children’s books. In a culture that has a seat and a tradition,
certain basic forms are evolved that are true to simple feeling, and there-
fore comprehended by those who, lacking creative imagination, adopt
current ideas, and apply what they have learned. But in a footloose
society surfeited with influences, nothing is inviolate long enough to be
governed by one clear feeling and to be really expressive of it. There
are no simple significant forms to follow, and to compose suddenly, by
an imaginative flash, into great creations, that are still continuous with
the familiar principles they transcend. One filling station affects the style
of the Taj Mahal, the next adapts itself to colonial surroundings, a third
is a halfhearted pagoda, and next to it the gas pumps line up solemnly
before a Swiss chalet. And we go about “liking” this and not that, and
believing we ought to “like” the fifth sample, a functionally placed ark
of glass and concrete, because it is American, modern, “our tradition,”
etc., etc.

Only an exceptional sensibility to form can survive this tangle of
historical lines all ending in the snarl we call civilization. The average
pictorial or musical instinct is confused to the point of complete frus-
tration; and the natural defense is to abandon the language of plastic
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form, or music, or poetry, altogether and lean entirely on the standard-
ized readings of sense experience that Coleridge called “primary imag-
ination.” Thus the representational power of art becomes a haven of
refuge, a guarantee of meaning in the familiar mode of actuality; and
the average man—as well as too many a critic—really believes that
artists “re-create” fruits, flowers, women, and vacation spots, for him
to possess in a pipe dream. As Ortega puts it, “The majority of people
are unable to adjust their attention to the glass and the transparency
which is the work of art; instead they penetrate through it to passion-
ately wallow in the human reality which the work of art refers to. If
they are invited to let loose their prey and fix their attention upon the
work of art itself, they will say they see nothing in it, because, indeed,
they see no human realities there, but only artistic transparencies, pure
essences.”®

We are not so much afflicted with bad taste, as with no taste. People
tolerate the good and the bad, because they do not see the abstracted
expressive form, the symbol of feeling, at all.

That is why the role of feeling in art has become an enigma. People
who do rediscover the perceptual form, and realize that it is the truly
essential factor, usually make it paramount by ruling out all its traffic
with “meaning” of any sort. Thus they reject feeling, together with various

»

associated “contents.” What is left is an “exciting” mosaic of qualities,
exciting us to nothing, a genuinely “aesthetic” object, an experiential
dead end, pure essence. It is form and quality; form in quality; formed
quality.

But people of artistic discernment (and only they could find per-
ceptual form exciting) know that feeling does inhere somehow in every
imaginal form. If, then, they cleave loyally to their pure realm of qual-
ities, a quality it has to be. So here we have the curious phenomenological
findings of Baensch, and the very similar conclusions of David Prall in
his Aesthetic Analysis.

Pralhs treatment is particularly interesting because it springs from
the most serious and systematic analysis that has been made, so far as
I know, of the sensuous element in the arts, which he calls the “aesthetic

GJose Ortega y Gasset, The Dehumanization of Art, quoted in Rader's A Modern
Book of Aesthetics.
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surface.” Each art, according to Prall, has a limited sensory realm de-
fined by the selectiveness of a specialized sense, within which its whole
existence lies. That is its “aesthetic surface,” which can never be broken
without breaking the work itself to which it relates, because it is the
universe within which artistic form is articulated. The whole gamut of
colors constitutes one such realm, and that of tones makes up another.
In every case the “aesthetic surface” is something given by nature; so
are the basic rules of structure, which spring from the nature of the
material, as the diatonic scale, for instance, stems from the partial tones
that lie in any fundamental of definite pitch. The several arts, therefore,
are governed by the natural departments of sense, each giving the artist
a particular order of elements out of which he may make combinations
and designs to the limit of his inventive powers. Prall’s philosophical
approach to art is boldly technical, and guided by sound artistic sense
in several departments. He treats every work of art as a structure, the
purpose of which is to let us apprehend sensuous forms in a logical way.
“The difference between perceiving clearly and understanding distinctly,”
he says, “is not the great difference we are sometimes led to think it.”7
And further: “Any conscious content is taken to be intelligible just so
far as it is grasped as form or structure. This means, of course, as made
up of elements in relations by virtue of which they actually come to-
gether. . . . For elements not natively ordered by a relation of some
sort will not make structures for us at all, nor will intrinsically related
elements make structures for us unless we have become aware of the
kinds of relation involved. You cannot make a spatial whole except with
elements the very nature and being of which is spatial extension. You
cannot make melodic structures except out of elements which are na-
tively ordered by an intrinsic relation in pitch from which they cannot
be removed. . . . The elements must lie in an order native to their very
being, an order grasped by us as constituted by a relation. We call struc-
tures intelligible ... in so far as we find them capable of analysis into
such elements so related.”s
In other words, structures, or forms in the broad sense, must lie in
some intellectual dimension in order to be perceived. Works of art are

7Aesthetic Analysis, p. 39.
sIbid., pp. 41-42.
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made of sensuous elements, but not all sensuous materials will do; for
only those data are composable which hold stations in an ideal continuum
—e.g. colors in a scale of hues, where every interval between two given
colors can be filled in with further elements given by implication, or
tones in a continuous scale of pitches that has no “holes” for which a
pitch is not determinable.

Prall’'s method seems to me impeccable: to study the work of art
itself instead of our reactions and feelings toward it, and find some prin-
ciple of its organization that explains its characteristic functions, its
physical requirements, and its claims on our esteem. If, then, I start
from a different premise, it is not because I disapprove Prall’s statements
—they are almost all acceptable—but because certain limitations of his
theory seem to me to lie in the basic conception itself, and to disappear
upon a somewhat different assumption. One of these limitations meets
us in the analysis of poetry, where only one ingredient—the temporal
pattern of sound, or “measure”—offers anything like a true “aesthetic
surface” with commensurable elements to be deployed in formal rela-
tions, and this ingredient, though it is important, is not pre-eminent. In
prose it is too free for scansion. Yet one feels that the true formal prin-
ciple, whereby literature is constructed, must be just as evident and
dominant in one gender as in another, and such characteristics as the
pattern of poetic measure are merely specialized means for achieving it;
and every distinct literary form must have some such means of its own,
but not a new principle, to make it literature.

Another difficulty arises if we turn our attention to the art of danc-
ing. Prall has not subjected this art to analysis, but indicated by cursory
mention that he would treat it as a spatio-temporal form, and of course
its constituent elements—motions—are mensurable and commensurable
under both space and time. But such a conception of its basic forms
brings it entirely and perfectly into the same category as mobile sculp-
ture; even though one could adduce some characteristics that distin-
guished those two spatio-temporal arts, they would remain intimately
related. Actually, however, they are very remotely related; mobile sculp-
ture has no more connection with dance than stationary sculpture. It is
entirely sculpture, and dance is entirely something else.

The art of acting becomes even more difficult to analyze than danc-
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ing, since the sensuous continuum of space and time, color and rhythm,
is further complicated by sound elements, namely words. The fact is that
Prairs theory is clearly applicable only to purely visual or purely audi-
tory arts—painting and music—and its extension to other domains, even
poetry, is a project rather than a natural consequence.

In short, the limitation inherent in Pralks theory is its bondage to
those very “basic orders” to which it applies so excellently that prac-
tically everything he says about their artistic functions is true. The prin-
ciple of the “aesthetic surface,” consistently followed, actually leads to
that purist criticism which has to condemn opera as a hybrid art, can
tolerate drama only by assimilating it to literature, and tends to treat
religious or historical themes in painting as embarrassing accidents to
a pure design. It leads to no insight into the distinctions and connections
of the arts, for the basic distinctions it makes between sensory orders
are obvious. Consequently the connections it allows—e.g. between music
and poetry, or music and dance, by virtue of their temporal ingredients
—are obvious too; obvious, yet sometimes deceptive.

Limitation is not itself a reason for rejecting a theory. Prall knew the
limitations of his inquiry and did not tackle the problems that lay be-
yond its reach. The only excuse for discarding a fundamental principle
is that one has a more powerful notion, which will take the constructive
work of the previous one in its stride, and then do something more. The
weakness of Prall’s aesthetics lies, I think, in a misconception of the
dimensions underlying the various arts, and therefore of the fundamental
principles of organization. The hew idea of artistic structures, which
seems to me more radical and yet more elastic than Pralls assumption
of scales and spatio-temporal orders, causes a certain shift of focus in the
philosophy of art; instead of seeking for elements of feeling among the
sensuous contents, or qualia, literally contained in the art object, we
are led straight to the problem of created form (which is not always
sensuous) and its significance, the phenomenology of feeling. The prob-
lem of creativity, which Prall never had occasion to mention, is central
here; for the elements themselves, and the wholes within which they
have their distinct elementary existence, are created, not adopted.?

9Not the scales and geometries, for these are logical; but the exemplified con-
tinua of existence, the spaces and durations and fields of force.
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A work of art differs from all other beautiful things in that it is “a
glass and a transparency”’—not, in any relevant way, a thing at all, but
a symbol. Every good philosopher or critic of art realizes, of course, that
feeling is somehow expressed in art; but as long as a work of art is
viewed primarily as an “arrangement” of sensuous elements for the sake
of some inexplicable aesthetic satisfaction, the problem of expressiveness
is really an alien issue. Prall wrestles with it throughout a carefully
reasoned psychological chapter, and although his psychology is clear and
excellent, it leaves one with a sense of paradox; for the emotive element
in art seems somehow more essential than the strictly “aesthetic” experi-
ence itself, and seems to be given in a different way, yet the work of art
is aloof from real emotion, and can only suffer harm from any traffic
with sentimental associations. In some sense, then, feeling must be in the
work; just as a good work of art clarifies and exhibits the forms and
colors which the painter has seen, distinguished, and appreciated better
than his fellowmen could do without aid, so it clarifies and presents the
feelings proper to those forms and colors. Feeling “expressed” in art is
“feeling or emotion presented as the qualitative character of imaginal
content.”0

Here we have essentially the same treatment of feeling as in Baensch’s
essay, “Kunst und Gefiihl,” except that Baensch came to the conclusion
that feeling could not even be found to lie entirely in the sensuous realm
that one might regard as “content,” but permeated the formal as well as
the aesthetical elements of any art work. Both writers, however, seek
salvation in the same tour de force of simply treating emotive elements
as qualities of a concrete object, something which this inanimate object,
and not its percipient, somehow “has”; and both know that the “expres-
sion” of real human feeling by a nonhuman object, which may be an-
alyzed, without spatio-temporal relations, presents a paradox, and that
their philosophic device is a counsel of despair.

“If it is asked how qualitative imaginal content can present feeling,”
says Prall, “how it can be actual feeling that art expresses, we arrive
at the supposed miracle that art is so often said to be, the embodiment
of spirit in matter. But thinking can have no intercourse with miracles.
And since the simplest thinking finds that works of art do express feel-

197pid., p, 145.
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ingj we are forced by the obvious character of our data to look for feeling
within the presented content, as an aspect of it, that is, integral to its
actually present character, or as its unitary qualitative nature as a
whole.511

The solution of the difficulty lies, I think, in the recognition that
what art expresses is not actual feeling, but ideas of feeling; as language
does not express actual things and events but ideas of them. Art is ex-
pressive through and through—every line, every sound, every gesture;
and therefore it is a hundred per cent symbolic. It is not sensuously
pleasing and also symbolic; the sensuous quality is in the service of its
vital import. A work of art is far more symbolic than a word, which can
be learned and even employed without any knowledge of its meaning;
for a purely and wholly articulated symbol presents its import directly
to any beholder who is sensitive at all to articulated forms in the given
medium.!12

An articulate form, however, must be clearly given and understood
before it can convey any import, especially where there is no conventional
reference whereby the import is assigned to it as its unequivocal mean-
ing, but the congruence of the symbolic form and the form of some vital
experience must be directly perceived by the force of Gestalt alone.
Hence the paramount importance of abstracting the form, banning all
irrelevancies that might obscure its logic, and especially divesting it of
all its usual meanings so it may be open to new ones. The first thing
is to estrange it from actuality, to give it “otherness,” “self-sufficiency”;
this is done by creating a realm of illusion, in which it functions as Schein,
mere semblance, free from worldly offices. The second thing is to make
it plastic, so it may be manipulated in the interests of expression in-

ILoe, cit., infra.

12Prall came so close to this realization that his avoidance of the term “symbol”
for a work of art appears to be studied. Evidently he preferred the specious theory
that assumes feelings to be contained in sensory qualities, to a semantic theory of
art that would have laid him open to the charge of intellectualism or iconism. So
he maintains that a feeling is in a picture, and that we “have” it when we look
at the work. Compare, for instance the following passage with what has just been
said about a perfected presentational symbol: “The point of the picture, its effective
being, is just this embodied feeling that we have, if with open sensitive eyes we
look at it and let its character become the content of our own affective conscious
life at the moment.” (Ibid., p, 163.)
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stead of practical signification, This is achieved by the same means-
uncoupling it from practical life, abstracting it as a free conceptual fig-
ment. Only such forms can be plastic, subject to deliberate torsion,
modification, and composition for the sake of expressiveness. And finally,
it must become “transparent”—which it does when insight into the reality
to be expressed, the Gestalt of living experience, guides its author in
creating it.

Whenever craftsmanship is art, these principles—abstraction, plastic
freedom, expressiveness—are wholly exemplified, even in its lowliest
works. Some theorists assign different values to the various manifesta-
tions of art (e.g. pure design, illustration, easel painting), ranking them
as “lower” and “higher” types, of which only the “higher” are expressive,
the “lower” merely decorative, giving sensuous pleasure without any fur-
ther import.23 But such a distinction throws any theory of art into con-
fusion. If “art” means anything, its application must rest on one essential
criterion, not several unrelated ones—expressiveness, pleasantness, use-
fulness, sentimental value, and so forth. If art is “the creation of forms
expressive of human feeling,” then gratification of the senses must either
serve that purpose or be irrelevant; and I agree wholeheartedly with
Thomas Mann that there are no higher and lower, partial and supple-
mentary arts, but, as he put it, “Art is entire and complete in each of
its forms and manifestations; we do not need to add up the different
species to make a whole.”4

Pure design, therefore, is a test case, a touchstone of the concept of
art developed in this book, and merits some closer examination here. For
it is a basic phenomenon; all over the world one finds certain elements
of graphic expression, patterns of color on naturally blank surfaces—
walls, textiles, ceramics, wood or metal or stone slabs—addressed only to
sight, and very delightful to that sense. Sometimes they serve as magic
symbols, sometimes as proxies or reminders of natural objects; but, with
or without such functions, they always fulfill one purpose to which they
are pre-eminently adapted—decoration.

3Eugene Veroi is the best known exponent of this view (see his Aesthetics,
especially chap. vii). But compare also the much more recent judgment of Henry
Vamum Poor, that “decoration pursued as decoration is apt to be so shallow and
limited” that it requires some combination with “realistic painting” to stir the

imagination. (Magazine of Art, August, 1940.)
uFreud, Goethe, Wagner (1937), p. 139.
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What then, is “decoration” ? The obvious synonyms are “ornamenta-
tion,” “embellishment”; but, like most synonyms, they are not quite
precise. “Decoration” refers not merely to beauty, like “embellishment,”
nor does it suggest the addition of an independent ornament. “Decora-
tion” is cognate with the word “decorum”; it connotes fitness, formaliza-
tion. But what is fitted and formalized?

A visible surface. The immediate effect of good decoration is to make
the surface, somehow, more visible; a beautiful border on a textile not
only emphasizes the edge but enhances the plain folds, and a regular
allover pattern, if it is good, unifies rather than diversifies the surface.
In any case, even the most elementary design serves to concentrate and
hold one’s vision to the expanse it adorns. [Cf. Plate II and III]

The similarity of forms in purely decorative painting and line draw-
ing, such as one finds on pots and blankets, paddles and sails and tat-
tooed bodies, in the most unrelated corners of the earth is so striking
that Andre Malraux has suggested a prehistoric unity of culture to ac-
count for it.’s The notion is not preposterous, even with regard to the
most fundamental designs; but it does present such historical difficulty
that one tends to look for a simpler one. It seems at least possible that
those elementary forms—parallel lines and zigzags, triangles and circles
and scrolls—have an instinctive basis in the principles of perception; that
in them the impulse to some sort of organization of the visual field comes
to expression so directly that it undergoes practically no distorting cul-
tural influences, but brings forth a record of visual experience at its
lowest terms. The late Albert Barnes treated sheer design in this way,
when he wrote:

“The appeal of such decorative beauty is probably to be explained
by its satisfaction of our general need of perceiving freely and agreeably.
All our senses crave adequate stimulation, irrespective of what stimulates
them. . . . This need of employing our faculties in a manner congenial
to us, decoration meets and satisfies.”16

This liberation of the senses is, indeed, an aspect of artistic perception;

1BSee his The Psychology of Art, Vol. II: The Creative Act, pp. 122-123. With
respect to Altamira and Bushman art his hypothesis is, indeed, highly plausible, and
has been advanced before by the anthropologist William J. Sollas in his Ancient
Bunters and Their Modern Representatives (1924).

1QThe Art in Painting, p. 29.
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there are certain forms that are “congenial” to vision—unbroken lines that
lead the eye from one place to another without obstruction, and the
simple shapes which the Gestalt psychologists have found to be the nat-
ural standards of perceptual judgment.” But comprehensibility, logical
clearness, is not enough to create a virtual object and set it apart from
actuality. Circles and triangles, taken by themselves, are not works of
art, as decorative designs are. In an early part of The Art in Painting,
Barnes make a distinction between decorative and expressive values,!8
which seems to me spurious; decoration is expressive,’9 not “adequate
stimulation” but basic artistic form with an emotional import, like all
created forms. Its office is not only to indulge perception, but to im-
pregnate and transform it. It is the education of plastic imagination.
Decorative design offers to the percipient—without any rule or explana-
tion, purely by exemplification—a logic of vision. That fact has been
noted before; but what has not been noted is the further, and crucial,
fact that this logic is not the conceptual logic of space relations which
leads to geometry (any and all geometries).2> The principles of vision
which become apparent in the structure of decorative forms are prin-
ciples of artistic vision, whereby visual elements are carved out of the
amorphous sensory chaos to conform not with names and predications,
like the data of practical cognition, but with biological feeling and its
emotional efflorescence, “life” on the human level. They are, ab initio,
different from the elements that conform to discursive thought; but their
function in the building up of human consciousness is probably just as
important and deep. Art, like discourse, is everywhere the mark of man.
As language, wherever it occurs, breaks up into words and acquires con-
ventions for shuffling the patterns of those semi-independent words to
express propositions, so the grammar of artistic vision develops plastic
forms for the expression of basic vital rhythms. Perhaps that is why cer-
tain decorative devices are almost universal; perhaps it is convergence,

17See Wolfgang Kohler, Gestalt Psychology (1929), especially chap, v, “Sensory
Organization.”

B8Op. cit., pp. 30-31.

19]n a later passage he admits this and, in fact, comes to much the same con-
clusion as I; but he never justifies or retracts his earlier statement.

20Failure to recognize this disinction is what made Birkhoffs ambitious work,
Aesthetic Measure, the curious, inapplicable speculation on art that it is.
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rather than divergence, that accounts for the astonishing parallels of
design which may be found in such unrelated cultural products as Chi-
nese embroideries, Mexican pots, Negro body decorations, and English
printers’ flowers.

Pure decorative design is a direct projection of vital feeling into visi-
ble shape and color. Decoration may be highly diversified, or it may be
very simple; but it always has what geometric form, for instance a speci-
men illustration in Euclid, does not have—motion and rest, rhythmic
unity, wholeness. Instead of mathematical form, the design has—or rather,
it «—“living” form, though it need not represent anything living, not
even vines or periwinkles. Decorative lines and areas express vitality in
what they themselves seem to “do”; when they picture any creature that
might really do something—a crocodile, a bird, a fish—that creature is
just as likely (in some traditions even more likely) to be at rest as in
motion. But the design itself expresses life. Lines that intersect in a cen-
tral point “emanate” from that center, although they never actually change
their relation to it. Similar or congruent elements “repeat” each other,
colors “balance” each other, though they have no physical weight, etc.
All these metaphorical terms denote relationships that belong to the vir-
tual object, the created illusion, and they are just as applicable to the
simplest design on a paddle or an apron, if the design is artistically good,
as to an easel picture or a wall painting.

In a little textbook of decorative drawing, I found this naive, norma-
tive statement about ornamental borders: “Borders must move forward,
and grow as they move.”2c What do the words “move” and “grow” mean
in this context? The border is fixed on the surface whereon it is painted,
printed, embroidered or carved, and it would be hard to say, with respect
to a tablecloth or a title page, which direction is “forward.” The “move-
ment” of the border is not really movement in the scientific sense, change
of place; it is the semblance of rhythm, and “forward” is the direction
in which the repeated elements of the design seem to be serried. Many
borders move in either direction, as we choose to “read” them, but in
some there is a strong feeling of one-way motion. Such effects spring
directly from the design, and from nothing else; the motion of a design,
forward, backward, outward, is inherent in its construction. Now, sec-

20Adolfo Best-Maugard, A Method for Creative Design, p. io.
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ondly, what is meant by “grow”? A border cannot grow bigger than the
margin it adorns, nor would such a wonder be desirable. No, but the
series of its repetitions seems to grow longer by a law of its own that
makes it continue. That, again, is rhythm, the semblance of life (the
definition of rhythm, which makes that term literally applicable to spatial
as well as temporal forms, and, upon occasion, to other arrangements
than series, cannot here be given, but is discussed in Chapter 7). All
motion in art is growth—not growth of something pictured, like a tree,
but of lines and spaces.

There is a tendency to this illusion in our “primary imagination,”
our practical use of vision. Movement and lines are intimately related in
conception, as also lines and growth. A mouse running across the floor
describes a path, an ideal line that grows with his progress. We say, the
mouse ran under the sofa and along the wall; we may also say that his
path runs that course. A person “writing in air” makes letters appear
to our imagination, invisible lines that grow before us though our eyes
see only his moving hand.

In an ornamental border there is no thing that moves at all, no mouse
or hand that heads the advancing line. The border itself “runs” along
the edge of the tablecloth or around the margins of a page. A spiral is
an advancing line, but what really seems to grow is a space, the two-
dimensional area it defines.

The classical explanation of such dynamic effects of what are, after
all, perfectly static marks on a background, is that their powerful “per-
suasion of the eye” causes that organ truly and literally to move,
and the sensation in the eye muscles makes us actually feel the mo-
tion.2t But in ordinary life our eyes go from one thing to another in
much greater muscular exertions, yet the things in a room do not seem
to be running around. A little section of border such as we view here

AR AT AT AT

is taken in at one glance, practically without ocular movement. Actually,
nothing moves enough to give us a sensation of movement. The design,
however, is a symbolic form which abstracts the continuity, directedness,

21This  hypothesis was advanced by Theodor Lipps in his Aesthetic and other

writings, and defended by Violet Paget [Vernon Lee], especially in her well-known
little book, The Beautiful.
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and energy of motion, and conveys the idea of those abstracted characters
exactly as any symbol conveys its meaning. In fact, it presents some-
thing more complex than the essence of motion, which it could not do
if it merely connoted motion by stimulating diminutive movements in
our eyes: namely, the idea of growth.

To understand how an advancing line begets the illusion of growth
really involves one in the whole subject of created appearance; and the
further question, why borders that “move” should “grow,” raises the final
issue of form and feeling in art. Let us see what light is shed on this
problem, and what solution of it is offered by the theory of semblance
and symbolic import.

In certain linear designs that, of course, physically lie perfectly still
on a ground, there seems to be motion, though nothing is changing its
place. On the other hand, where motion really takes place, it defines
a lasting conceptual line even when it leaves no trace. The running mouse
seems to cover a path lying on the floor, and the still, painted line seems
to run. The reason is that both embody the abstract principle of direc-
tion, by virtue of which they are logically congruent enough to be sym-
bols for one another; and in the ordinary, intelligent use of vision we let
them stand proxy for each other all the time, though we do not know it.
It is not a function that is first discursively conceived and then assigned
to a possible symbol, but is non-discursively exhibited and perceived long
before it is acknowledged in a scientific device (as it is in the language
of physics, where vectors are conventionally indicated by arrows). Mo-
tion, therefore, is logically related to linear form, and where a line is
unbroken, and supporting forms tend to give it direction, the mere per-
ception of it is charged with the idea of motion, which shines through
our impression of the actual sense datum and fuses with it in appercep-
tion. The result is a very elementary artistic illusion (not delusion, for,
unlike delusion, it survives analysis), which we call “living form.”

This term, again, is justified by a logical connection that exists be-
tween the half-illusory datum, and the concept of life, whereby the
former is a natural symbol of the latter; for “living form” directly
exhibits what is the essence of life—incessant change, or process, articu-
lating a permanent form.

The path of a physical motion is an ideal line. In a line that “has
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movement,” there is ideal motion. In the phenomenon we call “life,” both
continuous change and permanent form really exist; but the form is
made and maintained by complicated disposition of mutual influences
among the physical units (atoms, molecules, then cells, then organs)
whereby changes tend always to occur in certain pre-eminent ways. In-
stead of a simple law of transformation such as one finds in inorganic
change, living things exist by a cumulative process; they assimilate ele-
ments of their surroundings to themselves, and these elements fall under
the law of change that is the organic form of “life.” This assimilation
of factors not originally belonging to the organism, whereby they enter
into its life, is the principle of growth. A growing thing need not actu-
ally become bigger; since the metabolic action does not stop when a
non-living substance has been assimilated and become alive, but is a con-
tinuous process of oxidation, separate elements also resign from the or-
ganic pattern; they break down again into inorganic structures, i.e. they
die. When growth is more vigorous than decay the living form grows
larger; when they are balanced it is self-perpetuating; when decay occurs
faster than growth the organism is decadent. At a certain point the
metabolic process stops all at once, and the life is finished.

Permanence of form, then, is the constant aim of living matter; not
the final goal (for it is what finally fails), but the thing that is per-
petually being achieved, and that IS always, at every moment, an achieve-

ment, because it depends entirely on the activity of “living.” But “living”

itself is a process, a continuous change; if it stands still the form dis-
integrates-for the permanence is a pattern of changes.

Nothing, therefore, is as fundamental in the fabric of our feeling as
the sense of permanence and change and their intimate unity. What we
call “motion” in art is not necessarily change of place, but is change
made perceivable, i.e. imaginable, in any way whatever. Anything that
symbolizes change so we seem to behold it is what artists, with more
intuition than convention, call a “dynamic” element. It may be a “dy-
namic accent” in music, physically nothing but loudness, or a word
charged above others with emotion, or a color that is “exciting” where
it stands, i.e. physically stimulating.

A form that exemplifies permanence, such as a fixed line or a delimited
space (the most permanent anchors of vision), yet symbolizes motion
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carries with it the concept of growth, because growth is the normal
operation of those two principles conjoined in mutual dependence. There-
fore the metaphorical statement: “Borders must move forward, and grow
as they move,” is perfectly rational if we consider that, and why, they
seem to do these things. But why “must” they be drawn to seem like
that? Because this illusion, this seeming, is the real symbol of feeling.
The elementary pattern of feeling expressed in such world-accepted forms
symbolizing “growth” is the sense of life, the most primitive “fulfill-
ment”; and it is not mirrored in the physical lines, but in the created
thing, the “motion” they have. The dynamic pattern, which is actually
an illusion, is what copies the form of vital feeling. It is in order to be
expressive that borders must move and grow.

Yet the “movement” of a design is always in a framework of felt
stability; for unlike actual motion, it is not involved with change. The
only person, so far as I know, who has clearly recognized this charac-
teristic of plastic space is not a painter but a musician, Roger Sessions.
In a remarkably discerning little essay, “The Composer and His Mes-
sage”22 (to which I shall probably return more than once), Mr. Sessions
has written: “The visual arts govern a world of space, and it seems to
me that perhaps the profoundest sensation which we derive from space
is not so much that of extension as of permanence. On the most primi-
tive level we feel space to be something permanent, fundamentally un-
changeable; when movement is apprehended through the eye it takes
place, so to speak, within the static framework, and the psychological
impact of this framework is much more powerful than that of the vibra-
tions which occur within its limits.” This duality of motion-in-permanenqge
is, indeed, what effects the abstraction of pure dynamism and creates the
semblance of life, or activity maintaining its form.

“Expression” in the logical sense—presentation of an idea through
an articulate symbol—is the ruling power and purpose of art. And the
symbol is, from first to last, something created. The illusion, which con-
stitutes the work of art, is not a mere arrangement of given materials
in an aesthetically pleasing pattern; it is what results from the arrange-
ment, and is literally something the artist makes, not something he finds.
It comes with his work and passes away in its destruction.

22In The Intent of the Artist, edited by Augusto Centeno. See p. 106.
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To produce and sustain the essential illusion, set it off clearly from
the surrounding world of actuality, and articulate its form to the point
where it coincides unmistakably with forms of feeling and living, is the
artist’s task. To such ends he uses whatever materials lend themselves
to technical treatment—tones, colors, plastic substances, words, gestures,
or any other physical means.23 The making of the “semblance,” and the
articulation of vital form within its scaffold is, therefore, our guiding
theme, from which all further problems of art—the ways of imagination,
the nature of abstraction, the phenomena of talent and genius, etc.—
will receive such light as the central idea can throw by implication,
which is the philosophical strength and pragmatic value of concepts.

"“The oft-asserted proposition that painting can incorporate nothing but color,
music nothing but tone, etc., is, I think, not unconditionally true. This is one prob-
lem which the theory of created form is better fitted to solve than any theory based

on the art medium (Alexander, Prall, Fry), because it admits the principle of
assimilation discussed in Chap. io.



Chapter five

VIRTUAL SPACE

The fundamental forms which occur in the decorative arts
of all ages and races—for instance the circle, the triangle, the spiral, the
parallel—are known as motifs of design. They are not art “works,” not
even ornaments, themselves, but they lend themselves to composition, and
are therefore incentives to artistic creation. The word motif bespeaks
this function: motifs are organizing devices that give the artist’s imag-
ination a start, and so “motivate” the work in a perfectly naive sense.
They drive it forward, and guide its progress.

Some of these basic shapes suggest forms of familiar things. A circle
with a marked center and a design emanating from the center suggests
a flower, and that hint is apt to guide the artist’s composition. All at once,
a new effect springs into being, there is a new creation—a representation,
the illusion of an object.

The floral rosette is one of the oldest and most widespread of these
ornamental designs with obvious representational reference. We find it
on Assyrian costumes, Chinese vases, implements of the Northwestern
Indians, in Peruvian carvings, on Roman breastplates, peasant furniture
and pottery all over Europe, and in the rose windows of Gothic cathe-
drals. The treatment is often very formal, botanically quite fantastic;
the center may be a spiral, the petals simple radial lines, or circles sur-
rounding a central ringj or enclosed in a large circle, or they may be
ovals or triangles or even scalloped lines forming concentric rings. The
interesting point is that in each of these inventions the form is so unmis-
takably a flower. [Cf. Plate IV] Suddenly the element of representation
is not only present, but seems to be the ruling element. We do not usually
think of such designs as geometric forms pictorially interpreted, but as

conventionalized pictures of flowers. It is a common assumption that
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people first copied the appearance of real flowers and then, for no very
evident reason, “abstracted” all these odd shapes from the faithful por-
trait. Actually, I think, a comparative study of decorative art and primi-
tive representational art suggests forcibly that form is first, and the repre-
sentational function accrues to it.! Gradually the decorative forms are
modified more and more to picture all sorts of objects—leaves, vines, the
intriguing shapes of marine life, flights of birds, animals, people, things.
But the basic motifs remain: rings become eyes without undergoing any
modification, triangles become beards, and spirals curls, ears, branches,
breaking waves. [Cf. Plate V] The zigzag may decorate a snake as it
decorates the edge of a pot, or it may represent the snake directly. Gradu-
ally the elementary forms are more and more synthesized into representa-
tional pictures, until they seem to disappear; but often a little attention
reveals them even in advanced representational treatment, and where-
ever we find them their office is the primitive one of decorative design.

A similar shift occurs in the development of color. At first the primary
colors are in sole possession, and seem to have only ornamental functions.
In genuine folk art, black deer with blue eyes and blue deer with black
eyes may alternate around a bowl, and warriors, as well as palm trees,
come in all colors. Then convention fixes colors that have some relation
to the actual hues of nature, but do not show any effort to copy specific
effects. Thus in Egyptian paintings men are terra-cotta colored and women
white or pale tan; in mediaeval psalters, angels often have literally golden
hair, and in peasant art vermilion mustaches and canary pigtails are the
order of the day. The use of color, like that of forms, is first ornamental
and afterwards representative of natural attributes.

Decoration, based on quasi-geometric shapes that are “congenial” to
our spatial intuition, and guided by interest in felt continuities, rhythms,
and emotional dynamics, is a simple but pure and abstract order of ex-
pressive form. When designs include pictorial elements—dogs, whales,
human faces—those images are simplified and distorted with perfect free-
dom to fit the rest of the pattern. Their graphic rendering is never a copy
of direct visual impressions, but formulation, shaping, defining of the

This is not a “law,” supposed to be universally true, because there may be art
forms that start directly from fetishes, signs, etc., ie. from representations. But

the most natural and potent source of styles is, I believe, decorative form, and even
creations of more practical origin probably develop under its influence.
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impressions themselves according to the principles of expressiveness, or
vital form; it is symbolizing from the outset. But once the suggestion of
objects has been followed, the representative interest makes art transcend
its elementary motifs; a new method of organization arises—the adap-
tation of the old decorative devices to the systematic depiction of ob-
jects.2

The importance of this principle increases as the forms become more
involved, asymmetrical, and subtle, created not only by obvious means
like outlines and pure colors, but also by illusions of receding space and
the orientation of units of design toward each other. The interpretation
of such units as forms of objects is an inestimable aid in the creation of
new spatial relationships, in distributing centers of interest and compos-
ing them into a visual unity. For centuries, in Europe and Asia, drawing
and painting evolved mainly on representational guidelines; and, as in
decorative design we speak of zigzags and circles as “motifs,” so now
we apply “motif” to what is pictured by the lines and shapes.

But no matter how many possibilities are opened to the artistic imag-
ination by the power of representing things, imitation is never the main
device in organization. The purpose of all plastic art is to articulate visual
form, and to present that form—so immediately expressive of human feel-
ing that it seems to be charged with feeling—as the sole, or at least para-
mount, object of perception. This means that for the beholder the work
of art must be not only a shape in space, but a shaping oj space—of all
the space that he is given. When we investigate systematically all that
is involved in this proposition, we are led ever to deeper and deeper ques-
tions, culminating in the problem of creation: What is created, and how
is anything created, by the process of deploying colors on a ground?

Space as we know it in the practical world has no shape. Even in
science it has none, though it has “logical form.” There are spatial rela-
tions, but there is no concrete totality of space. Space itself is amorphous
in our active lives and purely abstract in scientific ,thought. It is a sub-
strate of all our experience, gradually discovered by the collaboration of

2Leonardo, in his Treatise on Painting, advises students to look at chance
forms like cracks in plaster and knots in boards and try to make figures out of
them, ie. to read shapes of people and things into them. This, he says, is very good
for the painter’s imagination. It sounds silly; but was Leonardo silly? Or did he
also feel that visual "reality” is made out of the forms that express man’s inner life?
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our several senses—now seen, now felt, now realized as a factor in our
moving and doing—a limit to our hearing, a defiance to our reach. When
the spatial experience of everyday life is refined by the precision and
artifice of science, space becomes a coordinate in mathematical functions.
It is never an entity. How, then, can it De “organized,” “shaped,” or
“articulated”? We meet all these terms in the most serious literature of
aesthetics.

The answer is, I think, that the space in which we live and act is not
what is treated in art at all. The harmoniously organized space in a pic-
ture is not experiential space, known by sight and touch, by free motion
and restraint, far and near sounds, voices lost or re-echoed. It is an en-
tirely visual affair; for touch and hearing and muscular action it does not
exist. For them there is a flat canvas, relatively small, or a cool blank wall,
where for the eye there is deep space full of shapes. This purely visual
space is an illusion, for our sensory experiences do not agree on it in their
report. Pictorial space is not only organized by means of color (includ-
ing black and white and the gamut of grays between them), it is created;
without the organizing shapes it is simply not there. Like the space “be-
hind” the surface of a mirror, it is what the physicists call “virtual space”
—an intangible image.

This virtual space is the primary illusion of all plastic art. Every
element of design, every use of color and semblance of shape, serves to
produce and support and develop the picture space that exists for vision
alone. Being only visual, this space has no continuity with the space in
which we live; it is limited by the frame, or by surrounding blanks, or
incongruous other things that cut it off. Yet its limits cannot even be said
to divide it from practical space; for a boundary that divides things
always connects them as well, and between the picture space and any
other space there is no connection. The created virtual space is entirely
self-contained and independent.

The first art theorist who recognized the purely visual and otherwise
illusory nature of pictorial space, and understood its paramount impor-
tance for the aims and practices of painters, was Adolf Hildebrand. In
a small but very serious book, The Problem of Form in Painting and
Sculpture, he analyzed the process of pictorial representation from the
standpoint of space creation, which he called the “architectonic” process.
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The term is not altogether fortunate, since it suggests “architectural,”
which is not its meaning. He intended merely to connote that the artist’s
work is a building up of space for one sense alone, namely vision. He
called that virtual image “perceptual space,” meaning “visual”’; and by
the “architectonic method” he meant the systematic construction of forms
that should present and articulate such space.

Everything that is relevant and artistically valid in a picture must
be visual; and everything visual serves architectonic purposes. Where
in practical life we employ other faculties than sight to complete our
fragmentary visual experiences—for instance memory, recorded measure-
ments, beliefs about the physical constitution of things, knowledge of
their relations in space even when they are behind us or blocked by other
things—in the virtual space of a picture there are no such supporting data.
Everything that is given at all is given to vision; therefore we must have
visual substitutes for the things that are normally known by touch, move-
ment or inference. That is why a direct copy of what we see is not enough.
The copy of things seen would need the same supplementation from non-
visual sources that the original perception demanded. The visual substi-
tutes for the non-visible ingredients in space experience make the great
difference between photographic rendering and creative rendering; the
latter is necessarily a departure from direct imitation, because it is a
construction of spatial entities out of color alone (perhaps only varying
shades of one color), by all sorts of devices in order to present at once,
with complete authority, the primary illusion of a perfectly visible and
perfectly intelligible total space.

“Material acquired through a direct study of nature,” says Hilde-
brand, “is, by the architectonic process, transformed into an artistic unity.
When we speak of the imitative aspect of art, we are referring to ma-
terial which has not yet been developed in this manner. . . .

“Reviewing the artistic production of earlier times, we find that the
architectonic structure of a work of art stands out everywhere as the
paramount factor, whereas mere imitation is a thing which has only
gradually developed.”3

If we compare this observation with findings in the realm of folk art,
the coincidence is striking. The architectonic process, as Hildebrand con-

2The Problem of Form in Painting and Sculpture, pp. 11-12.
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ceives it, is the construction and ordering of forms in space in such a
way that they define and organize the space. But a perceptually defined
space is a shape: so the complete shaping of a given visual field is a
work of pictorial art.

The central concept of Hildebrand’s aesthetic is the concept of the
visual field, or picture plane. His whole critique of art, in fact, is based
on pictorial values—a curious idiosyncrasy in a sculptor! But within its
limits, namely the graphic projection effected by painting, drawing, in-
cising, or working in low relief, his analysis of the created space is so
direct and illuminating that it merits some exposition.

The architectonic process, he says, always treats the elements of vision
as spread out in a plane opposite the perceiving eye. The elementary
forms out of which primitive painters made their representations lay
exclusively in one such plane. But our eyes are actually able to focus
at different depths, giving vision a power of penetrating into further dis-
tance. Nevertheless, with any change of distance, sight is perfect only as
it finds a new plane. To organize vision again at a different depth re-
quires the determination of a new ideal plane.

Experience in the composite and amorphous space of common percep-
tion has taught us to interpret certain lines as “foreshortened,” i.e. as
signals of things extending in the direction perpendicular to our field
of vision. In graphic art, however, such lines serve only to mediate be-
tween the several planes, or layers of design, in complex visual space. As
soon as we are preoccupied with construing what goes on in the direction
away from us, we are no longer dealing with visual forms, but with
things and their story. Artistically, things and goings on are only motifs
on which forms are made, and whereby forms are related, in order to
define the visual space and exhibit its character.

In relegating imitation and its natural models to their proper places,
Hildebrand openly tackles the problem of reality and illusion. The char-
acter of things as we have seen, felt, or construed them by the concerted
work of all our senses, he calls, with philosophical innocence, their “actual
form.” Apart from any naive ontological beliefs it may convey, “actual”
is not a bad term, for it refers to the characteristics of things that are
learned and valued in the sphere of our actions. This “actual form” is
what an artist works with; what he works for, on the other hand, is to
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clarify their “perceptual form,” or visible appearance. All that is im-
portant to him is what contributes to the perceptual form.

This form is a semblance of things, and the planes of vision, staggered
one behind the other opposite the perceiving eye, are a semblance of
space. They belong to that virtual space which is, I believe, the first
creation in plastic art—the primary illusion in which all harmonious forms
exist as secondary illusions, created symbols for the expression of feel-
ing and emotion.

Virtual space, being entirely independent and not a local area in
actual space, is a self-contained, total system. Whether it be two-dimen-
sional or three, it is continuous in all its possible directions, and infinitely
plastic. In any work of art, the dimensionality of its space and the con-
tinuous character of it are always implicitly assured. Perceptual forms
are carved out of it and must appear to be still related to it despite their
most definite boundaries. Hildebrand clinches this idea with a parable
that is probably its best explication. “Let us imagine total space,” he
says, “as a body of water into which we may sink certain vessels, and
thus be able to define individual volumes of the water without, however,
destroying the idea of a continuous mass of water enveloping all.” And
in a later passage, he concludes: “Pictorial presentation has for its pur-
pose the awakening of this idea of space, and that exclusively by the
factors which the artist presents.”*

If, therefore, the artist presents semblances of objects, people, land-
scapes, etc., it is for their visual values as portions of perceptual space.
Unlike most writers on aesthetics, Hildebrand defines that important
concept: “By the visual values of space we mean those values of an object
which issue only in purely spatial perceptions tending toward the general
conception of a segment of space. By purely spatial perceptions we mean
perceptions independent of the organization or functioning of the object
involved. Let us take a form which is given visual expression by con-
trasts of light and shade. Through their particular relations and respec-
tive positions, these different degrees of brightness and darkness affect
the spectator as if they were actually modeling the object—a concerted
effect is produced existing only for the eye, by factors which otherwise
are not necessarily connected.”s

V&td., pp. 53-55. *Loc. cit.
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Representation, in other words, is for the sake of creating individual
forms in visible relation to one another. It makes imagination help the
eye to establish virtual proportions, connections, and focal points. The
suggestion of familiar objects, used in this way, is essentially a device for
constructing volumes, distances, planes of vision and the space between
them; and as such it is a genuinely artistic factor. Again Hildebrand’s
concrete illustration is probably the best gloss to our text:

“To give the simplest example, think of a plane. It is evident that
a plane is more clearly perceived when something is placed upon it, for
instance, a tree—an upright. With something standing upon it, the hori-
zontal portion of the surface expresses itself at once: one might say it
becomes spatially active. The tree is affected in the same way. The up-
right tendency of its form is enhanced by the horizontal surface from
which it springs. ... A few streaks of cloud on the horizon draw our
gaze, and we proceed from the vertical front plane into the background,
thereby experiencing effectively by the simplest of means all the dimen-
sions of space at once.”®

Trees, clouds, horizons, buildings and ships, people in many postures,
faces in various lights, all make sudden revelations of expressive form
to a visually creative person. All may be represented in the virtual realm
of purely apparent shapes and intervals. But it is not, as notably Croce
and Bergson have said, the actual existence of the object to be depicted,
that the artist understands better than other people. It is the semblance,
the look of it, and the emotional import of its form, that he perceives
while others only “read the label” of its actual nature, and dwell on the
actuality.

The problem of “imitation,” or reproducing the appearance of a model,
has harassed philosophers ever since Plato censured art as “a copy of
a copy.” Almost every academic writer on aesthetics, faced with the an-
tinomy of imitation and creation, today takes refuge in the doctrine that
the artist selects certain sense impressions from the entire stock at his
disposal, and that his creativity lies in the new effect gained by this
judicious process; the result reveals his individual taste, i.e. his own per-
sonality, or else his emphases and deletions convey an insight into the
“reality” of his object, which he sets forth as it really is—not as a kind

«Op. eU,, pp. 50-51.
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of thing or such and such a creature, but a unique individual which he
has “passionately seen.” In either case, he suppresses what is unessential
and heightens what is essential to the subject, to reveal its nature or his
own feeling toward it.

But any such analysis leaves us with a fundamental confusion of na-
ture and art, and binds artistic truth, ultimately, to the same post as propo-
sitional truth—that is, to the pictured thing. No wonder, then, if some
aestheticians claim that our perception of things as the painter has seen
them is not different in kind from our own perceptions in practical life,
but differs from the latter only in context and use.” “Creation” becomes
a somewhat pretentious word to apply to the modifications an artist may
make in the appearance of things by selection and emphasis. Some modest
souls, therefore, are content to call art a “re-creation” of experience, a
“transcription” of the contemporary world. But there is no principle of
free construction here; all deviations from the commonplace are signals
of mental unbalance, “recreating” nightmare. The artist’s freedom con-
sists of little liberties, by-your-leave, editing the book of nature in the
course of his transcription. When DeWitt Parker says that a painter
recreates what he sees, but “to his critical eye there will be something

. too much or too little, something to add or something to exclude,
. .”8 there is no escape from the conclusion that the artist is adding
touches to reality, prettifying the actual world.

Compare with this the bold statement of principle in Hildebrand’s
book: The factors which the artist presents are those which make us
aware of related forms in the continuum of a total perceptual space. All
accents and selections, as well as radical distortions or utter departures
from any “actual form” of objects, have the purpose of making space
visible and its continuity sensible. The space itself is a projected image,
and everything pictured serves to define and organize it. Even representa-
tion of familiar objects, if it occurs, is a means to this end.

Virtual space, the essence of pictorial art, is a creation, not a re-crea-
tion. Yet most great artists, and especially those who made the boldest
departures from the “actual form” of things, e.g. Leonardo and Cezanne,
believed they were faithfully reproducing nature. Leonardo even advised

7Cf. Chapter 3, note 13.
*The Analysis of Art (1926), p. 51.
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students to set up a glass through which objects could be seen, and trace
their contours on it. (He himself, of course, did not need this aid, be-
cause he could draw freehand so well. Oddly enough, the method did not
engender any further Leonardo.) But in Cezanne’s reflections, that always
center on the absolute authority of Nature, the relation of the artist to
his model reveals itself unconsciously and simply: for the transformation
of natural objects into pictorial elements took place in his seeing, in the
act of looking, not the act of painting. Therefore, recording what he saw,
he earnestly believed that he painted exactly what “was there.” In his
analysis of the object seen he expresses the principle of space construc-
tion to which his paintings bear witness.

“Nature reveals herself to me in very complex forms. , . . One must
see one’s model correctly and experience it in the right way. ... To
achieve progress nature alone counts, and the eye is trained through con-
tact with her. It becomes concentric by looking and working. I mean
to say that in an orange, an apple, a bowl, a head, there is a culminat-
ing point; and this point is always—in spite of the tremendous effect of
light and shade and colorful sensations—the closest to our eye; the edges
of the object recede to a center on our horizon.”?

Here the great painter simply attributes to the object, seen by him,
the properties Hildebrand found in virtual space. “The space of which
we are clearly conscious when we attend to the distance plane [the “pic-
ture plane,” the transformed surface] lies behind it. It commences with
the plane. Space is conceived as a penetration into the distance. . . .
All relations of solids and differences of solid form are read off from
front to back . . .”© Cezanne was so supremely gifted with the painter’s
vision that to him attentive sight and spatial composition were the same
thing. Virtual space was his mind’s habitat. Perhaps Leonardo, too, could
“copy nature” so naively because he actually saw only what, transferred
to canvas or traced through glass, would create the primary illusion, the
semblance of space. (In this way the painter’s vision is indeed selective;
but the line that “selects” a form was never found in actuality.) It takes
a lesser artist, one who knows the light of common day, to note the
process of interpretation whereby sense data, that are half-seen signals

9From two letters to £mile Bernard, 1904.
10Cf. Hildebrand, op. cit., p. 60.
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of physical conditions to the normal eye, are relieved of that function
and, entirely seen, stand abstracted as new forms, in which the glow of
feeling and the sense of vital process are visibly articulated. Hildebrand,
who was no painter and at best a second-rate sculptor, often had the
advantage as a theorist.

Creation of “virtual space” is common to all works of plastic art;
but that is only the making of the universe in which the symbolic form
exists. Expressiveness has endless degrees. Complete artistic success would
be complete articulation of an idea, and the effect would be perfect liv-
ingness of the work. “Dead spots” are simply inexpressive parts. From
beginning to end, every stroke is composition; where that is attained,
there is truly “significant form.” [See Plate VI]

Nothing demonstrates more clearly the symbolic import of virtual
forms than the constant references one finds, in the speech and writings
of artists, to the “life” of objects in a picture (chairs and tables quite
as much as creatures), and to the picture plane itself as an “animated”
surface. The life in art is a “life” of forms, or even cf space itself.

In perusing a collection of theoretical utterances by a great many
artists of the most varied schools and standpoints,"” one can gather
references to this fundamental effect on all levels of pictorial conception,
from the simple desire to “imitate” human actions, to a mystical con-
ception of dynamism to be conveyed by colors or geometric lines.

“The artistic form is living form,” said Max Liebermann. “It is clear
that this form is the basis of all pictorial art. But it is much more: it
is also its end and its culmination.”

Walter Sickert, speaking of Ingres’ “Mme. Riviere,” said: “The draw-
ing has become a living thing, with a life, with a debit and credit of its
own. What it has borrowed here it may, or may not, as it pleases, pay
back there.” And again: “Among Rembrandt’s etchings the ‘Boys Bath-
ing’ is pure drawing with no upholstery. There is not in it a line that
is not alive.”

Fernand Leger claims the same thing for colors that Sickert attributes
to drawings and even to mere lines: “. . . color has a reality in itself,

n] have before me a most interesting anthology, Artists on Art, edited by
Robert Goldwater and Marco Treves. All the following quotations are taken from
*his source unless otherwise noted.
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a life of its own.” Kandinsky carries the metaphor of “life” still further
by assimilating it consciously to the literal meaning in his comparison
of an abstract line and a fish:

“The isolated line and the isolated fish alike are living beings with
forces peculiar to them, though latent. They are forces of expression for
these beings and of impression on human beings, because each has an
impressive look’ which manifests itself by its expression.

“But the voice of these latent forces is faint and limited. It is the
environment of the line and the fish that brings about a miracle: the
latent forces awaken, the expression becomes radiant, the impression
profound. ..

“The environment is the composition.

“The composition is the organized sum of the interior functions (ex-
pressions) of the work.”

So we come to the more general idea of “life” in a picture, the “ani-
mation” of the canvas itself, the surface as a whole. This, too, is a
natural conception to a painter; as Edward Wadsworth put it, “A pic-
ture is primarily the animation of an inert plane surface by a spatial
rhythm of forms and colors.” And Alfred Sisley: “The animation of
the canvas is one of the hardest problems of painting. To give life to
the work of art is certainly one of the most necessary tasks of the true
artist. Everything must serve this end: form, color, surface.”

What is it, then, this process of “animating” a surface that in actu-
ality is “inert”? It is the process of transforming the actual spatial datum,
the canvas or paper surface, into a virtual space, creating the primary
illusion of artistic vision. This first reorientation is so important that
some painters who have become keenly and consciously aware of it tend
to be satisfied with the mere creation of space, regardless of anything
further to be created in its virtual dimensions—Ilike Malevich, enamored
of the magic squares that, after all, yield space and only space. And those
'who have not figured out the distinction between the actual surface and
the picture plane are none the less prone to feel it, as Redon did, un-
doubtedly, when he remarked on his “invincible peculiarity”:

“I have a horror of a white sheet of paper. ... A sheet of paper so
shocks me that as soon as it is on the easel I am forced to scrawl on
it with charcoal or pencil, or anything else, and this process gives it life.”
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It is now not a paper, but a space. To the great painters the illusion
of space is usually so self-evident that even when they are talking about
the actual material surface they cannot speak in terms of anything but
the created element. Thus Matisse:

“If T take a sheet of paper of given dimensions I will jot down a
drawing which will have necessary relation to its format. . . . And if
I had to repeat it on a sheet of the same shape but ten times larger I
would not limit myself to enlarging it: a drawing must have a power
of expansion which can bring to life the space which surrounds it.”

All this is, of course, metaphorical talk. But even as metaphor, what
does it mean? In which sense can one possibly say that Van Gogh’s
yellow chair or a studio stove is alive? What does a surface do when it
becomes, as Alfred Sisley said, “at times raised to the highest pitch
of liveliness™?

Such questions, which are really perfectly fair, would seem philistine
and even perverse to almost every artist. He would probably insist, quite
seriously, that he was not using metaphor at all; that the chair really
is alive, and an animated surface truly lives and breathes, and so on.
This means simply that his use of “life” and “living” is a stronger sym-
bolic mode than metaphor: it is myth.

The mark of a genuine myth is its power to impress its inventors as
literal truth in the face of the strongest contrary evidence and in com-
plete defiance of argument. It appears to be so sacred a truth that to ask
in what sense it is true, or to call it a figure of speech, seems like frivolity.
For it is a figure of thought, not merely of speech, and to destroy it is
to destroy an idea in its pristine phase, just when it dawns on people.
That is why mythic beliefs really are sacred. They are pregnant, and
carry an unformulated idea.’3

But the idea must mature some day, and taking logical form, emerge
from the fantastic matrix. When this happens, it first begets factions of
believers and scoffers, the latter simply at a loss to understand how any-
one can hold to its absurdities. In the end no serious thinker questions
the myth any more; it seems like an obvious figure of speech for a recog-

12This theory of the nature of myth, developed by Ernst Cassirer in his
Philosophie der symbolischen Formen, 1 have already discussed in relation to

philosophical doctrines, in New Key, chap, vii (Mentor ed., p. 159), and more
fully in an earlier book, The Practice of Philosophy.
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nized fact. The fact appears to have been found somewhere else, in
rational discourse. Actually, discursive thinking has simply grown up to
it and given the new idea literal expression, and facts may now be ob-
served in its light.

“Living form” is the most indubitable product of all good art, be it
painting, architecture, or pottery. Such form is “living” in the same way
that a border or a spiral is intrinsically “growing”: that is, it expresses
life—feeling, growth, movement, emotion, and everything that charac-
terizes vital existence. This expression, moreover, is not symbolization in
the usual sense of conventional or assigned meaning, but a presentation
of a highly articulated form wherein the beholder recognizes, without
conscious comparison and judgment but rather by direct recognition, the
forms of human feeling: emotions, moods, even sensations in their char-
acteristic passage. The more intellectual artists (that is, those of keen
mind, not those given to literal conception in art)—Delacroix, Matisse,
Cezanne, and several younger men, not always as articulate—have under-
stood this clearly; “living” form is the symbolism that conveys the idea
of vital reality; and the emotive import belongs to the form itself, not
to anything it represents or suggests. “All our interior world is reality,”
said Marc Chagall, “and that perhaps more so than our apparent world.”
It is this reality, certainly, that Mondrian extolled in his reflections:
“ ‘Art7 is not the expression of the appearance of reality such as we see
it, nor of the life which we live, but ... it is the expression of true
reality and true life . . . indefinable but realizable in plastics.”

Art is a logical, not a psychological, expression, as Marsden Hartley
observed: “Painters must paint for their own edification and pleasure,
and what they have to say, not what they are impelled to feel, is what
will interest those who are interested in them. The thought of the time
is the emotion of the time.”7

One might vary the last sentence to read: the emotion in the work is
the thought in the work. Just as the content of discourse is the discursive
concept, so the content of a work of art is the non-discursive concept of
feeling; and it is directly expressed by the form, the appearance before
us. As Courbet said, “Once the beautiful is real and visible it contains
its own artistic expression.”” Maurice Denis remarked the same thing;:

“The emotion—Dbitter or sweet, or ‘literary” as the painters say—springs
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from the canvas itself, a plane surface coated with colors.’3 There is no
need to interpose the memory of any former sensation (such as of a sub-
ject derived from nature).

“A Byzantine Christ is a symbol; the Jesus of the modern painter,
even in the most correctly drawn turban, is merely literary. In the one,
the form is expressive; in the other, an imitation of nature wishes to be so.”

But the most explicit statement is that of Henri Matisse: “Expres-
sion, to my way of thinking, does not consist of the passion mirrored
upon a human face or betrayed by a violent gesture. The whole arrange-
ment of my picture is expressive. The place occupied by the figures or
objects, the empty spaces around them, the proportions—everything plays
a part. . . . [See Plate IX]

“A work of art must carry in itself its complete significance and im-
pose it upon the beholder even before he can identify the subject matter.
When I see the Giotto frescoes at Padua I do not trouble to recognize
which scene of the life of Christ I have before me, but I perceive instantly
the sentiment which radiates from it and which is instinct in the com-
position in every line and color. The title will only serve to confirm my
impression.”

From the first line of decorative drawing to the works of Raphael,
Leonardo, or Rubens, the same principle of pictorial art is wholly exempli-
fied: the creation of virtual space and its organization by forms (be they
lines, or volumes, or intersecting planes, or shadows and lights) that
reflect the patterns of sentience and emotion. The picture space, whether
conceived in two dimensions or in three, dissociates itself from the actual
space in which the canvas or other physical bearer of it exists; its func-
tion as a symbol makes the objects in a picture as unlike normal physical
objects as a spoken word is unlike the sounds of footsteps, rustlings,
clatter and other noises that usually accompany and sometimes drown it.
The faint little sound of a speaking voice arrests the ear in the midst
of the medley of mechanical sounds and is something altogether different,
because its significance is of a different order; similarly the space in a
picture engages our vision completely because it is significant in itself
and not as part of the surrounding room.

8]n a sense, yes; but more properly, from the illusion created by means of the
colors on canvas, the forms in virtual space. If these were not produced, the colors
Would convey nothing notable.
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The primary illusion of virtual space comes at the first stroke of brush
or pencil that concentrates the mind entirely on the picture plane and
neutralizes the actual limits of vision. That explains why Redon felt
driven, at the sight of a blank paper on his easel, to scrawl on it as
quickly as possible with anything that would make a mark. Just estab-
lish one line in virtual space, and at once we are in the realm of symbolic
forms. The mental shift is as definite as that which we make from hear-
ing a sound of tapping, squeaking, or buzzing to hearing speech, when
suddenly in midst of the little noises surrounding us we make out a single
word. The whole character of our hearing is transformed. The medley of
physical sound disappears, the ear receives language, perhaps indistinct
by reason of interfering noises, but struggling through them like a living
thing. Exactly the same sort of reorientation is effected for sight by the
creation of any purely visual space. The image, be it a representation
or a mere design, stands before us in its expressiveness: significant form.

That is why artists and trained art lovers have no need of cultivating
the “aesthetic attitude.” They are not selecting sense data from the actual
world and contemplating them as pure qualitative experiences. The painter
“selected” them, and he employed just those sensory qualities that he
could use, in creating the illusory forms he wanted for the organization
of his total virtual space. Our contemplation of his created forms, the
whole organized semblance, should be made so easy for us that the return
to actuality is a jolt. Sometimes, in the presence of great art, attention
to the actual environment is hard to sustain.

The primary illusion of any art genre is the basic creation wherein
all its elements exist; and they, in turn, produce and support it. It does
not exist by itself; “primary” does not mean first-established, but always
established where any elements are given at all. There are numberless
ways of making space visible, i.e. virtually presenting it.

What are the “elements” of a work of art?

Elements are factors in the semblance; and as such they are virtual
themselves, direct components of the total form. In this they differ from
materials, which are actual. Paints are materials, and so are the colors
they have in the tube or on the palette; but the colors in a picture are
elements, determined by their environment. They are warm or cold, they
advance or recede, enhance or soften or dominate other colors; they
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create tensions and distribute weight in a picture. Colors in a paintbox
don’t do such things. They are materials, and lie side by side in their
actual, undialectical materialism.

Choice of materials may, to be sure, affect the range of available
elements. One cannot always do the same things with diverse materials.
The translucency of glass allows the making and use of special color
elements that paint on a wooden ground could never create; therefore
glass painting and wood painting set the artist different problems and
suggest different ideas to be brought to expression. It is sometimes said
that glass and wood have “different feelings.” They permit, and even
command, quite distinct forms, and of course equally distinct ranges of
vital import.

All the discernible elements in a picture support the primary illusion,
which is invariant, while the forms that articulate it may vary indefi-
nitely. The primary illusion is a substrate of the realm of virtual forms;
it is involved in their occurrence.4

But there are different modes even of the primary illusion, diverse
major ways of constructing it, that lead to quite distinct realms of plastic
art. To understand in what sense all plastic art is the same sort of thing
is not enough, for it engenders hasty identifications and ruinous con-
fusions. But in the light of the elementary function—the creation of the
primary illusion as such—one may venture to pursue any and all dis-
tinctions that set various art forms apart, without danger of losing one’s
way in the pigeon-holes of purely academic description.

14There may also be “secondary illusions,” certain non-visual created effects such
as “a sense of time,” what Malraux calls “holiness,” dramatic feeling, “powers,” etc.,
that support the plastic intent. The function of such secondary semblances will be
considered later.



Chapter six

THE MODES OF VIRTUAL SPACE

So far we have been concerned solely with the “visual pro-
jection” in which space is perceived as a relation among things at the
distance of some particular focus, and beyond it, behind the focal point.
The picture plane counterfeits this pattern. But it does not simply sub-
stitute its surface for other impressions we might have. Physically, a
picture is usually one of several things in our sight; it is surrounded by
a wall, furniture, windows, etc. Very few pictures are so large as to fill
our physical field of vision completely at normal distance, i.e. at a dis-
tance that lets us see the forms presented in them to best advantage. Yet
a picture is a total visual field. Its first office is to create a single, self-
contained, perceptual space, that seems to confront us as naturally as
the scene before our eyes when we open them on the actual world. That
is to say, the illusion created in pictorial art is a virtual scene. I do not
mean a “scene” in the special sense of “scenery”—the picture may repre-
sent only one object or even consist of pure decorative forms without
representative value—but it always creates a space opposite the eye and
related directly and essentially to the eye. That is what I call “scene.”

The notion of perceptual space as virtual scene derives from Hilde-
brand, and the idea of its creation through purely visual forms, even
replacing all other normal means by visual ones, is his major contribu-
tion to the theory of art. Unhappily, however, he rides his hobby for a
fall, by an injudicious leap. It is a great temptation to carry a theory
over to further applications without examining how much of it is really
general and how much is special, and consequently to distort new ma-
terial to meet theoretical conditions that are not its own, instead of find-
ing the exact version of the general principle which will meet the new
case. But that Hildebrand, the sculptor, should succumb to it in the way
he did is something of an oddity; for instead of reasoning from the realm

86
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he knew best, and perhaps misapplying some principles in other fields
(which, however unfortunate, would be comprehensible enough), he car-
ried over the concept of pictorial space to sculpture, lock, stock, and
barrel; so he made his own art the stepchild, and analyzed it in essen-
tially graphic terms.

Consequently, bas-relief is for him the matrix of sculptural form, and
three-dimensionality either a minor characteristic or a device for com-
bining many pictures (i.e. aspects of a figure) in one physical object by
supreme technical skill. Just as the painter’s problem of form is the crea-
tion of apparent volume by means of a two-dimensional surface, so, he
holds, the sculptor’s is the creation of a two-dimensional picture plane
by means of actual volume.

This assimilation of sculpture to painting, through the mediation of
relief carving, certainly does violence to most people’s sculptural sense;
and the inward protest grows even more decided when architecture, too,
is given cavalier treatment as just another form of picture-making, and
buildings become collections of fagades with no interior feeling. This is
far too simple a way to pass from a special theory of pictorial space to
the concept of perceptual space in general, which does underlie all the
so-called “plastic arts,” and which serves to make them one family. Each
member has its own way of being; we need not be afraid to miss the
basic relationship by recognizing such separate ways. The primary illu-
sion is not the scene—that is only one articulation of it—but virtual space,
however constructed. Painting, sculpture, and architecture are three great
manifestations of spatial conception, equally original and equally destined
to a complete development without confusion. Even where one subserves
the other their several characters do not become identified. So we may
look to sculpture for its own version of virtual space, and to architecture
for its own, instead of treating pictorial art as the measure of all plastic
expression. The differences among closely related arts are as interesting
as the likenesses, and are really what gives this many-sided family its
imposing richness and scope.

In the realm of sculpture the role of illusion seems less important

'Three-dimensional sculpture, for Hildebrand, serves the same purpose as Chi-
nese scroll painting: it offers a continuous series of pictorial compositions. The only

difference is that one wunrolls the scroll and walks around the statue. See The
Problem of Form, p. 95.
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than in painting, where a flat surface “creates” a three-dimensional space
that is obviously virtual. Sculpture is actually three-dimensional; in what
sense does it “create” space for the eye? This is probably the question
which led Hildebrand to say that the sculptor’s task was to present a
three-dimensional object in the two-dimensional picture plane of “per-
ceptual space.” But the answer, though it satisfies and, in fact, aptly
completes his theory, lacks the confirmation of direct experience and
artistic intuition. Sculptors themselves rarely think in terms of pictures,
and of ideal planes of vision staggered one behind the other to define
deep space (except in perfectly fiat relief with rectangular cuts, or even
mere graven lines, which is really pictorial art, substituting the graving
tool for a pencil). Sculpture, even when it is wedded to a background as
in true relief, is essentially volume, not scene.

The volume, however, is not a cubic measure, like the space in a box.
It is more than the bulk of the figure; it is a space made visible, and
is more than the area which the figure actually occupies. The tangible
form has a complement of empty space that it absolutely commands, that
is given with it and only with it, and is, in fact, part of the sculptural
volume. The figure itself seems to have a sort of continuity with the
emptiness around it, however much its solid masses may assert themselves
as such. The void enfolds it, and the enfolding space has vital form as
a continuation of the figure.

The source of this illusion (for empty space, unenclosed, has actually
no visible parts or shape) is the fundamental principle of sculptural vol-
ume: the semblance of organism. In the literature of sculpture, more
than anywhere else, one meets with reference to “inevitable form,” “neces-
sary form,” and “inviolable form.” But what do these expressions mean ?
What, in nature, makes forms “inevitable,” “necessary,” “inviolable”?
Nothing but vital function. Living organisms maintain themselves, resist
change, strive to restore their structure when it has been forcibly inter-
fered with. All other patterns are kaleidoscopic and casual; but organ-
isms, performing characteristic functions, must have certain general forms,
or perish. For them there is a norm of organic structure according to
which, inevitably, they build themselves up, deriving matter from their
chance environment; and their parts are built to carry on this process
as it becomes more complex, so the parts have shapes necessary to their
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respective functions; yet the most specialized activities are supported at
every moment by the process which they serve, the life of the whole. It
is the functional whole that is inviolable. Break this, and all the subordi-
nate activities cease, the constituent parts disintegrate, and “living form”
has disappeared.

No other kind of form is actually “necessary,” for necessity presup-
poses a measure in teleological terms, and nothing but life exhibits any
T17X09. Only life, once put in motion, achieves certain forms inevitably,
as long as it goes on at all: the acorn becomes an oak, however stunted
or varied, the sparrow’s egg a sparrow, the maggot a fly. Other accretions
of matter may have usual forms, but do not strive to achieve them, nor
maintain themselves in them. A crystal broken in half yields simply two
pieces of crystal. A creature broken in half either dies, i.e. disintegrates,
or repairs one part, or both parts, to function again as a whole. It may
even break just because the new wholes are preformed, the repair all but
made, so the break is its dynamic pattern.

There is nothing actually organic about a work of sculpture. Even
carved wood is dead matter. Only its form is the form of life, and the
space it makes visible is vitalized as it would be by organic activity at
its center. It is virtual kinetic volume, created by—and with—the sem-
blance of living form.

Yet sculpture need not represent natural organisms. It may embody
the appearance of life in non-representational shapes, like simple hewn
monoliths, monumental pillars, pure inventions, or screens, urns, etc.,
representing no other objects than what they are, respectively, them-
selves. Or it may represent some inorganic thing, like Boccloni’s bottles
and Moore’s baskets and birdcages, and yet be entirely living form; for
it is expression of biological feeling, not suggestion of biological function,
that constitutes “life” in sculpture. Where that feeling is really conveyed,
we have the semblance of “inevitable,” “necessary,” “inviolable” form
before our eyes, organizing the space it fills and also the space that seems
to touch it and be necessary to its appearance.

Here we have the primary illusion, virtual space, created in a mode
quite different from that of painting, which is scene, the field of direct
vision. Sculpture creates an equally visual space, but not a space of
direct vision; for volume is really given originally to touch, both haptic
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touch and contact limiting bodily movement, and the business of sculp-
ture is to translate its data into entirely visual terms, i.e. to make tactual
space visible.

The intimate relationship between touch and sight which is thus
effected by the semblance of kinetic volume explains some of the com-
plex sensory reactions which sculptors as well as laymen often have
toward it. Many people feel a strong desire to handle every figure. In
some persons the wish springs from obviously sentimental motives, an-
thropomorphizing the statue, imagining a human contact; this was the
attitude Rodin expressed, and the knowledge that he would touch cold
marble made him wistful, like Pygmalion.2 But others—among artists,
probably the majority—imagine the touch of stone or wood, metal or
earth; they wish to feel the substance that is really there, and let their
hands pass over its pure form. They know that the sensation will not
always bear out the visual suggestion, perhaps will even contradict it.
Yet they believe that their perception of the work will somehow be
enhanced.

Sculptural form is a powerful abstraction from actual objects and
the three-dimensional space which we construe by means of them, through
touch and sight. It makes its own construction in three dimensions, namely
the semblance of kinetic space. Just as one’s field of direct vision is
organized, in actuality, as a plane at the distance of a natural focus, so
the kinetic realm of tangible volumes, or things, and free air spaces be-
tween them, is organized in each person’s actual experience as his environ-
ment, i.e. a space whereof he is the center; his body and the range of
its free motion, its breathing space and the reach of its limbs, are his
own Kkinetic volume, the point of orientation from which he plots the
world of tangible reality—objects, distances, motions, shape and size and
mass.

Bruno Adrian!, in his book Problems of the Sculptor, has written pas-
sage upon passage supporting the comparison of sculptural space with the
subjective construction of the world as a realm centering in one’s own
kinetic volume. The convergence of our views—one a sculptor’s, the other
a theorist’'s—seems to me striking enough to warrant a literal quotation
of his words. For example:

2 Auguste Rodin, art, p, 55.
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“When we use the word ‘space’ in connection with artistic problems,
neither the geometrical concept of three-dimensional space nor the physi-
cist’s theory of [the] four-dimensional unity space-time is applicable.
They derive from abstract thinking and are not accessible to our senses.

“Space in art . . . can be perceived through our sensibility.

“It is the sensory scene of our human experiences, ‘the sphere of our
activity’ and of our relations to our environment.”3

“The sculpture intensifies the life of the sensory space, inducing its
existence into our senses and into our consciousness. . . .

“While scientists distill abstract notions of ‘space,” the artist endeavors
to perceive a concrete space through intuition and to make it perceptible
in a formal creation.

“The mathematician Henri Poincare4 . . . develops the idea that we
take our own body as an instrument of measurement, in order to con-
struct space—not the geometrical space, neither a space of pure repre-
sentation, but a space belonging to an ‘instinctive geometry’. . . .

“This system supplies the means necessary to fix our position in
space.

“Poincare concludes that every human being has to construct first
this restricted space, . . . and then is capable of amplifying—by an act
of imagination—the restricted space to the ‘great space where he can
lodge the universe’. . . .

“Extending the theory of Poincare, we can establish an analogy be-
tween our instinctive procedure of constructing sensory space, and the
mental activity of the sculptor determining through an organic system
of axes the skeleton of his work. . . .

“Through the organism of his forms he creates a ‘restricted space’
as a symbol of the universe.”s

A piece of sculpture is a center of three-dimensional space. It is a
virtual kinetic volume, which dominates a surrounding space, and this
environment derives all proportions and relations from it, as the actual
environment does from one’s self. The work is the semblance of a self,
and creates the semblance of a tactual space—and, moreover, a visual
semblance. It effects the objectification of self and environment for the

8Problems of the Sculptor, p. 16.
4In Science et Mithode. 5Adriani, op. cit.;p. 19.
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sense of sight. Sculpture is literally the image of kinetic volume in
sensory space.

That is why I say it is a powerful abstraction. And here I have to
depart from Adriani; for he, still speaking of the sculptor, continues: “The
space of his sculpture is his original world. . . . The ‘ideal’ beholder

. transposes the system of coordinated axes, created by the sculptor,
into his own organism.” On the contrary, it seems to me that just because
we do not identify the space which centers in a statue with our own
environment, the created world remains objective, and can thus become
an image of our own surrounding space. It is an environment, but not our
own; neither is it that of some other person, having points in common
with ours, so that the person and his surroundings become ‘objects’ to us,
existing in our space. Though a statue is, actually, an object, we do not
treat it as such; we see it as a center of a space all its own; but its
kinetic volume and the environment it creates are illusory—they exist
for our vision alone, a semblance of the self and its world.

This explains, perhaps, why the tactual encounter with stone or wood,
contradicting as it does the organic appearance of sculpture, may never-
theless cause no disappointment, but may really enhance our apprecia-
tion of plastic form; it checks the anthropomorphic fancy, and heightens
the abstractive power of the work. Yet handling a figure, no matter what
it gives us, is always a mere interlude in our perception of the form. We
have to step back, and see it unmolested by our hands, that break into
the sphere of its spatial influence.

EEEY

There is a third mode of creating virtual space, more subtle than the
construction of illusory scene or even illusory organism, yet just as com-
mandingly artistic, and in its scope the most ambitious of all; that is
architecture. Its “illusion” is easily missed because of the obviousness
and importance of its actual values: shelter, comfort, safekeeping. Its
practical functions are so essential that architects themselves are often
confused about its status. Some have regarded it as chiefly utilitarian,
and only incidentally aesthetic, except in the case of monuments; others
have treated it as “applied art,” wherein practical considerations always

«.

force some sacrifice of the artist’s “vision”; and some have tried to meet
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the prosaic demands of utility by making function paramount, believing
that genuinely appropriate forms are always beautiful.6 In architecture
the problem of appearance and reality comes to a head as in no other
art. This makes it a test case in aesthetic theory, for a true general
theory has no exceptions, and when it seems to have them it is not prop-
erly stated. If architecture is utilitarian except in the case of monuments,
then utility is not its essence; if it may be treated as sculpture except
where practical needs interfere as in underground building, or necessities
like bulkheads and chicken houses, then sculptural values are not essen-
tial to it. If functional interests can ever be adequately served without
beauty, then form may follow function with all the happy effect in the
world, but functionality is not the measure of beauty.

Architecture is so generally regarded as an art of space, meaning
actual, practical space, and building is so certainly the making of some-
thing that defines and arranges spatial units, that everybody talks about
architecture as “spatial creation” without asking what is created, or how
space is involved. The concepts of arrangement in space and creation of
space are constantly interchanged; and the primary illusion seems to
have given way to a primary actuality. Nothing is more haphazard than
the employment of the words: illusion, reality, creation, construction,
arrangement, expression, form, and space, in the writings of modern
architects.

But architecture is a plastic art, and its first achievement is always,
unconsciously and inevitably, an illusion; something purely imaginary
or conceptual translated into visual impressions. The influence of the

6Louis H. Sullivan was the first master to declare that, to be architecture, a
building must be the image of its function; and his famous phrase: “Form follows
function,” has been quoted in and out of season. He obviously meant more than
practical function, when he said: “If the work is to be organic the function of the
part must have the same quality as the function of the whole; and the parts . . .
must have the quality of the mass.” {Kindergarten Chats, p. 47,)

Thirty-five years later Laszlo Moholy-Nagy observed; “In all fields of creation,
workers are striving today to find purely functional solutions of a technical-biolog-
ical kind: that is, to build up each piece of work solely from the elements which are
required for its function.” {The New Vision, p. 61.)

Cf. also Frank Lloyd Wright, On Architecture, p. 236: “Form follows func-
tion’ is but a statement of fact. When we say ‘form and function are one,” only then
do we take mere fact into the realm of creative thought.”
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underlying idea shows itself in such key phrases as “functional form,””

»g o«

“life in space, taking possession of space.” Functional form is a
concept borrowed from biology or from mechanics; since, in cold fact,
buildings are not active beings themselves, but only permit people to
carry on activities in them, “functional form” is literally taken to mean
convenient arrangement. “A machine to live in” is, then, the same thing,
restricted to home architecture instead of applying to viaducts and tombs
and radio towers as well. Prosaically speaking, all life is in space; and
to “take possession” of space can mean nothing but to occupy it phys-
ically. Blankets put into a chest, filling it completely, take possession of
the space in it. But certainly Moholy-Nagy did not mean physical filling-
out when he wrote, in the triumphal last paragraph of The New Vision:

“A constant fluctuation, sideways and upward, radiant, all-sided, an-
nounces to man that he has taken possession, in so far as his human
capacities and present conceptions allow, of imponderable, invisible, and
yet omnipresent space.”

This mystical conception of space is merely an ecstatically heightened
form of a notion current and quite accepted among architects—the notion
of space as an entity, with internal relations sometimes described as
“dynamic,” sometimes as “organic.” One reads about “intersecting spaces”
and “interval tensions of space.”

Such expressions simply make no sense with reference to our prac-
tical or scientific concepts of space. Lines or light rays may intersect,
but not spaces; there is only one space, conceived by common sense as
the ideal receptacle that everything is in, and by scientific minds as the
coordinate-system whereby everything is related. For the architect, how-
ever, this does not seem to be the case, else we would not have a whole
literature about “living” and “activated” and “organic” and even “omni-
present” space—space to be lived with, experienced, intuited, and what
not. The architect, in fine, deals with a created space, a virtual entity:
the primary illusion of plastic art effected by a basic abstraction peculiar
to architecture.

As scene is the basic abstraction of pictorial art, and kinetic volume

7Sullivan, loc. cit.

8Le Corbusier (C. E. Jeannert-Gris), Toward a New Architecture, p. 4,
9Moholy-Nagy, op. cit., pp. 180 and 202.
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of sculpture, that of architecture is an ethnic domain. Actually, of course,
a domain is not a “thing” among other “things”; it is the sphere of in-
fluence of a function, or functions; it may have physical effects on some
geographical locality or it may not. Nomadic cultures, or cultural phe-
nomena like the seafaring life, do not inscribe themselves on any fixed
place on earth. Yet a ship, constantly changing its location, is none the
less a self-contained place, and so is a Gypsy camp, an Indian camp, or
a circus camp, however often it shifts its geodetic bearings. Literally, we
say the camp is in a place; culturally, it is a place. A Gypsy camp is
a different place from an Indian camp, though it may be geographically
where the Indian camp used to be.

A place, in this non-geographical sense, is a created thing, an ethnic
domain made visible, tangible, sensible. As such it is, of course, an illu-
sion. Like any other plastic symbol, it is primarily an illusion of self-
contained, self-sufficient, perceptual space. But the principle of organiza-
tion is its own: for it is organized as a functional realm made visible
—the center of a virtual world, the “ethnic domain,” and itself a geo-
graphical semblance.

Painting creates planes of vision, or “scene” confronting our eyes, on
an actual, two-dimensional surface; sculpture makes virtual “kinetic
volume” out of actual three-dimensional material, i.e. actual volume;
architecture articulates the “ethnic domain,” or virtual “place,” by treat-
ment of an actual place.

The architectural illusion may be established by a mere array of
upright stones defining the magic circle that severs holiness from the
profane, even by a single stone that marks a center, i.e. a monument.©
The outside world, even though not physically shut out, is dominated by
the sanctum and becomes its visible context; the horizon, its frame. The
Temple of Poseidon at Sounion shows this organizing power of a composed
form. On the other hand, a tomb carved out of solid rock may create
a complete domain, a world of the dead. It has no outside; its propor-
tions are internally derived—from the stone, from the burial—and define
an architectural space that may be deep and high and wide, within but
a few cubits of actual measure. The created “place” is essentially a sem-
blance, and whatever effects that semblance is architecturally relevant.

10Cf. Sullivan, op. cit., p. 121.
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A lamp on the floor might make it a ghost den—an overhead light, bring-
ing out the veins in the rock, the texture of ceiling and wall, transform
it into a strangely dignified chamber. All these possibilities are given with
the architectural idea. Le Corbusier said, “Architecture is the masterly,
correct and magnificent play of masses brought together in light.”’t But
light is a variable factor; therefore the elements of architecture—the
constituents of the total semblance—must be protean to the extent of
allowing, freely and safely, for the radical transformations that changes
of light will make. In good buildings such changes are a source of rich-
ness and life; unusual lights bring out new forms, but all forms are
beautiful, and every change yields a complete, perceptible mood.

A culture is made up, factually, of the activities of human being;
it is a system of interlocking and intersecting actions, a continuous
functional pattern. As such it is, of course, intangible and invisible. It
has physical ingredients—artifacts; also physical symptoms—the ethnic
effects that are stamped on the human face, known as its “expression,”
and the influence of social condition on the development, posture, and
movement of the human body. But all such items are fragments that
“mean” the total pattern of life only to those who are acquainted with
it and may be reminded of it. They are ingredients in a culture, not its
image.

The architect creates its image: a physically present human environ-
ment that expresses the characteristic rhythmic functional patterns which
constitute a culture. Such patterns are the alternations of sleep and
waking, venture and safety, emotion and calm, austerity and abandon;
the tempo, and the smoothness or abruptness of life; the simple forms
of childhood and the complexities of full moral stature, the sacramental
and the capricious moods that mark a social order, and that are re-
peated, though with characteristic selection, by every personal life spring-
ing from that order. Once more I may resort to the words of Le Corbusier :

“Architecture . . . should use those elements which are capable of
affecting our senses, and of rewarding the desire of our eyes, and should
dispose them in such a way that the sight of them affects us immediately
by their delicacy or their brutality, their riot or their serenity, their

nLe Corbusier, op. cit., p. 29.
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indifference or their interest; those elements are plastic elements, forms
which our eyes can see and our minds can measure.”2

“Architecture is the first manifestation of man creating his own uni-
verse, creating it in the image of nature. . . .

“The primordial physical laws are simple and few in number.

“The moral laws are simple and few in number.”3

A universe created by man and for man, “in the image of nature”—
not, indeed, by simulating natural objects, but by exemplifying “the
laws of gravity, of statics and dynamics”—is the spatial semblance of
a world, because it is made in actual space, yet is not systematically con-
tinuous with the rest of nature in a complete democracy of places. It
has its own center and periphery, not dividing one place from all others,
but limiting from within whatever there is to be. That is the image of
an ethnic domain, the primary illusion in architecture.

The most familiar product of architecture is, of course, the house.
Because of its ubiquity it is the most detailed, and yet the most variable
general form. It may shelter one person or a hundred families; it may
be made of stone or wood, clay, cement or metal, or many materials
together—even paper, grass, or snow. People have made houses in the
caves of barren mountains, and houses out of animal skins to take along
on the march; they have used spreading trees for roofs, anchoring their
houses to the live trunks. The imperative need of dwellings under all
conditions, from the polar ice, almost as dead as the moon, to the prodigal
Mediterranean lands, has caused every means of construction to be ex-
ploited; the house has been the builder’s elementary school.

But the great architectural ideas have rarely, if ever, arisen from
domestic needs. They grew as the temple, the tomb, the fortress, the hall,
the theatre. The reason is simple enough: tribal culture is collective, and
its domain therefore essentially public. When it is made visible, its image
is a public realm. Most early architecture—Stonehenge, the Mounds, the
Temple of the Sun—defines what might be called “religious space.” This
is a virtual realm; the temple, though oriented by the equinox points,
merely symbolizes the “corners of the earth” to simple people who prob-
ably did not understand the astronomical scheme at all. The temple really

12]bid., p. 16
18/6td., p. 73.
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made their greater world of space—nature, the abode of gods and ghosts.
The heavenly bodies could be seen to rise and set in the frame it defined;
and as it presented this space to popular thought it unified earth and
heaven, men and gods. [See Plate VIII]

The same may be said of the more civilized edifices which serve to
safeguard religious life against incursions of the profane. The Egyptian,
Greek, and Roman temples, the church, the mosque, all present to out-
ward view a wall, hiding the sanctum. The Children of the Zodiac are
no longer invited to come and go, tracing their orbits between its columns.
A cell encloses the altar. But the building dominates the community, and
its outward appearance organizes the site of the town; religion, though
no longer the whole of life, is the confluence of all ideas. Within the
sanctuary the cultural domain is epitomized by the most economical and
concentrated architectural means—a holy world, that one cannot live in,
because it is too pure and moving, but that one enters for conscious com-
munion with God and man.

The great tombs are the image of an Underworld; their windowless
walls create a womb of Earth, though they be built above ground and
in full sunlight. They are intended for silence and the reign of Death.
Yet, artistically, nothing is more alive than the tense quietness of such
chambers; nothing expresses a Presence and its domain as unequivocally
as an Egyptian tomb. Even robbed of the corpse it enshrined, i.e, devoid
of its actual function, it is the Realm of the Dead envisaged.

In a secular society, for instance the barbarian culture of the Goths,
where swords had names and fealty was sworn to warlords instead of
gods, the Hall was the natural symbol of a human world, where man
found himself “Like the sparrow, flying in at one door, and immediately
out at another . . . Into the dark winter from which he had emerged.”

Architecture creates the semblance of that World which is the coun-
terpart of a Self. It is a total environment made visible. Where the Self
is collective, as in a tribe, its World is communal; for personal Selfhood,
it is the home. And as the actual environment of a being is a system of
functional relations, so a virtual “environment,” the created* space of
architecture, is a symbol of functional existence. This does not mean,
however, that signs of important activities—hooks for implements, con-
venient benches, well-planned doors-play any part in its significance. In
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that false assumption lies the error of “functionalism”—lies not very deep,
but perhaps as deep as the theory itself goes. Symbolic expression is
something miles removed from provident planning or good arrangement.
It does not suggest things to do, but embodies the feeling, the rhythm,
the passion or sobriety, frivolity or fear with which any things at all are
done. That is the image of life which is created in buildings; it is the
visible semblance of an “ethnic domain,” the symbol of humanity to be
found in the strength and interplay of forms.

Because we are organisms, all our actions develop in organic fashion,
and our feelings as well as our physical acts have an essentially metabolic
pattern. Systole, diastole; making, unmaking; crescendo, diminuendo.
Sustaining, sometimes, but never for indefinite lengths; life, death.

Similarly, the human environment, which is the counterpart of any
human life, holds the imprint of a functional pattern; it is the comple-
mentary organic form. Therefore any building that can create the illusion
of an ethnic world, a “place” articulated by the imprint of human life,
must seem organic, like a living form. “Organization” is the watchword
of architecture. In reading the works of great architects with a philo-
sophical bent—Louis Sullivan for instance, or his pupil Frank Lloyd
Wright, or Le Corbusier—one is fairly haunted by the concepts of organic
growth, organic structure, life, nature, vital function, vital feeling, and
an indefinite number of other notions that are biological rather than
mechanical. None of these terms applies to the actual materials or the
geographic space required by a building. “Life” and “organism” and

»

“growth” have no relevance to real estate or builders’ supplies. They
refer to virtual space, the created domain of human relations and activ-
ities. The place which a house occupies on the face of the earth—that is
to say, its location in actual space—remains the same place if the house
burns up or is wrecked and removed. But the place created by the archi-
tect is an illusion, begotten by the visible expression of a feeling, some-
times called an “atmosphere.” This kind of place disappears if the house
is destroyed, or changes radically if the building undergoes any violent
alteration. The alteration need not even be very radical or extensive.
Top-heavy added dormers, gingerbread porches, and other excrescences
are very spectacular diseases; bad coloring and confused interior fur-
nishing, though mild by comparison, may be enough to destroy the
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architectural illusion of an ethnic totality, or virtual “place.”4

%The proposition here advanced, that the primary illusion of plastic
art, virtual space, appears in architecture as envisagement of an ethnic
domain, has some interesting consequences. In the first place, it frees the
conception of architecture from all bondage to special factors of con-
struction, even the elementary ones of pier, lintel, and arch. The impor-
tance of such ancient devices is beyond dispute; yet even they may yield
to new technical resources, and the creation that takes shape without
their benefit may nonetheless be pure and unquestionable architecture.
In the second place, it gives a new and forceful meaning to a principle
insistently maintained by the great architects of our day—that archi-
tecture proceeds from the inside to the outside of a building, so that the
fagade is never a thing separately conceived, but like the skin or carapace
of a living creature is the outer limit of a vital system, its protection
against the world and at the same time its point of contact and inter-
action with the world.’s A building may be entirely enclosed by a solid,
masking wall, like a Renaissance palace or a Turkish harem, where life
lies open only to the court within; or it may have practically no shell
at all, being divided from its surroundings only by glass and movable
shades, curtains, and screens. Its virtual domain may include terraces
and gardens, or rows of sphinxes, or a great rectangular pool. Sea and
sky may fill the intervals between its columns and be gathered to its
space. In the third place, this conception offers a criterion of what things
belong to architecture, as essentials, as variables (like roofs or rooms
convertible for summer and winter), or as auxiliaries. Furnishings belong
to architecture just in so far as they take part in creating the ethnic
domain.1¢ Pictures, treated by “interior decorators” as embellishments of

14A  great deal could be said here about interior treatment, i.e. furnishing and
decoration; but this topic bears rather interesting relations to the problem of per-
formance, which arises in music, drama, and ballet, so I shall postpone it to a later
chapter.

15Cf. Laszlo Moholy-Nagy, op. cit., p. 198: “Since in architecture not sculptural
patterns but spatial positions are the building elements, the inside of the building
must be interconnected and connected with the outside by its spatial divisions.”

16Nothing can appear more heretical to a musician than Wright’s declaration that
a piano in a room should be “built in,” letting only the “necessary” parts—the key-
board, music rack and pedals—break a nice wall space. Quite apart from the effect
on the tone, the affront to the instrument is outrageous; for the instrument is a
living presence in the room, whose beauty should be respected instead of overridden
by architectural plans.
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a room may remain dissociated from it or even hostile. Yet a great picture
has a right to a room, and a space frankly consecrated to it is an ethnic
domain of a special sort, its function thus assigned. Many practical ar-
rangements, on the other hand, have no architectural significance, though
they be “built into” the house: steam or hot water heat, shutters in flues,
etc. They affect the utility of the building, but not its semblance—not
even its functional semblance. They are material factors, but not archi-
tectural elements.”

The most interesting result of the theory, however, is the light it
throws on the relation of architecture to sculpture. The problem of inter-
relations among the arts, and indeed of their ultimate unity, really belongs
to a much later part of my enquiry; but at this point the particular
connection of these two arts (kindred as they are, anyway) becomes
naturally apparent, so it would be pure pedantry to postpone the men-
tion of it.

The earliest sculpture we know is entirely in the round, and inde-
pendent : the primitive “Venuses” of prehistoric times. We have no archi-
tectural monuments of those days, unless the megalithic dolmen and
certain mounds go back as far as the archaic fetishes. But almost as
soon as buildings of hewn stone appear, sculpture becomes assimilated
to architecture; and all over the world statuary merges into the altar,
the temple wall, the column, the buttress. Relief and free figures are
almost equally supported by the buildings with which they are associated,
and which they are usually said to “adorn.”

Yet great sculpture, no matter how intimately related to a building,
is not an architectural element. The created place, instead of simply in-
corporating and thus overriding it, must give it room. For this reason
only very strong, self-sufficient interiors can afford sculpture. The two
art forms are, in fact, each other’s exact complements: the one, an illusion
of kinetic volume, symbolizing the Self, or center of life—the other, an
illusion of ethnic domain, or the environment created by Selfhood. Each
articulates one half of the life-symbol directly and the other by impli-
cation ; whichever we start with, the other is its background. The temple

7They are, nevertheless, the architect’s concern, and if he neglects them he does
little honor to his own work—like a Leonardo who paints with experimental, perish-
able pigments.
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housing the statue, or conversely the statue housed in the temple, is the
absolute Idea; like all absolutes, intellectually motionless, a matrix of
artistic expression rather than a directing principle.

Where the environment created by a building is far above the moral
conceptions of its possessors, sculpture articulates its clear meaning, that
would otherwise be lost. The great cathedrals give room to a wealth of
statuary directly related to the architectural creation, yet not creating
architecture. [See Plate VII] The cathedral is a place created for life-
symbols rather than for actual life, which falls too far short of the archi-
tectural idea. In highly ideal creations sculpture and architecture often
have to supplement each other; and in the most perfect cultures, where
mental reaches were far beyond actual human grasps, they have always
done so—to wit, in Egypt, Greece, mediaeval Europe, China, and Japan,
the great religious periods in India, and in Polynesia at the height of
its artistic life.

Modern sculpture returns to independent existence as the concept of
social environment falls emotionally into confusion, becomes sociological
and problematic, and “life” is really understood only from within the
individual. Again the direct expression is of Self, and the ethnic domain
created by implication, its emotive value but vaguely apprehended. And
painting—the semblance of objective, visual scene—comes into its own
as the paramount art of our day.

Painting has a different evolution, supported by other phenomena
than architecture. I do not want to take up its history and connections
at this point, except to remark that the attempts of some architects to
assimilate “the art of the painter” to their own realm, when they discover
the importance of color for architrcture, is a mistake. Having a material
in common does not link two arts in any important way. Color is one
thing in a house and quite a different thing in a picture. Even the actual
vista beyond a window is one sort of element and the plane of vision in
virtual space is quite another. The connections here sought are in reality
too difficult for such superficial solution, and belong to a different philo-
sophical level.

Let us return to the primary illusion of the plastic arts, virtual space
in its several modes. The fact that these modes are just so many ways
of creating space relates them as definitely as it distinguishes them, and
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suggests good reasons why diverse minds find expression, respectively,
through the diverse basic abstractions giving rise to the great forms, and
yet have a far greater affinity for forms of plastic art other than their
own than for arts which do not create virtual space at all; to speak in
specific instances, why a painter is likely to be a competent judge of
architecture, sculpture, textile design, jewelry, pottery, or any other visual
space creation, but is no more likely than any layman (and, of course,
no less likely either) to have a special understanding of music or litera-
ture. Indeed, he is apt to judge some other arts, such as ballet or theater,
entirely from the standpoint of plastic form, which is not paramount
in their realms at all.

The deep divisions among the arts are those that set apart their very
worlds, namely the differences in what the various arts create, or dif-
ferences of primary illusion. Many people—artists, critics, and philoso-
phers—are averse to any serious study of these divisions, because they
feel that somehow art is one, and the unity is more real than the multi-
plicity which, they insist, can be only specious, due to material differences,
purely technical, at the most skin-deep. Yet such a hasty rejection of
a problem usually bespeaks fear of it rather than a firm conviction of
its unimportance. I also believe that art is essentially one, that the sym-
bolic function is the same in every kind of artistic expression, all kinds
are equally great, and their logic is all of a piece, the logic of non-dis-
cursive form (which governs literary as well as all other created form).
But the way to establish these articles of faith as reasonable propositions
is not just to say them emphatically and often and deprecate evidence to
the contrary; it is, rather, to examine the differences, and trace the dis-
tinctions among the arts as far as they can be followed. They go deeper
than, offhand, one would suppose. But there is a definite level at which
no more distinctions can be made; everything one can say of any single
art can be said of any other as well. There lies the unity. All the divisions
end at that depth, which is the philosophical foundation of art theory.



Chapter seven

THE IMAGE OF TIME

From the plastic arts, which make space visible in the
various modes in which we instinctively conceive and negotiate it, we
turn to another great art genus, namely music. At once we are as in a
different kingdom. The mirror of the world, the horizon of the human
domain, and all tangible realities are gone. Objects become a blur, all
sight irrelevant.

Yet the realm of experience, so radically changed, is entirely full.
There are forms in it, great and small, forms in motion, sometimes con-
verging to make an impression of complete accomplishment and rest out
of their very motions; there is immense agitation, or vast solidity, and
again everything is air; all this in a universe of pure sound, an audible
world, a sonorous beauty taking over the whole of one’s consciousness.

Ever since Pythagoras discovered the relation between the pitch of
a sound and the vibration rate of the body producing that sound, the
analysis of music has centered in physical, physiological and psychological
studies of tones: their own physical structure and combinability, their
somatic effects on men and animals, their reception in human conscious-
ness. Acoustics became a valuable science that made possible not only
better conditions of producing and hearing music, but, in theffealm of
music itself, the tempered scale, and the fixation of a standard pitch.

The objectivity of these gains inspired the hope that, however recal-
citrant painting or poetry might be to scientific treatment, music at least
could be. comprehended and handled under relatively simple natural laws,
which might then extend one’s understanding, through analogy, to less
abstract and less transparent arts. Again and again, therefore, attempts
have been made to explain musical invention by the physical complexity

104
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tones themselves, and find the laws and limits of composition on a
frftgis of ratios or mathematical sequences to be exemplified. There is no
gge discussing the sheer nonsense or the academic oddities to which this
hope has given rise, such as the Schillinger System of composition,! or
the serious and elaborate effort of G. D. Birkhoffl 2 to compute the exact
degree of beauty in any art work (plastic, poetic and musical) by taking
die “aesthetic measure” of its components and integrating these to obtain
h quantitative value judgment.

The only artistically valid and valuable theory I know, based pri-

& marily on the composite nature of tone, is Heinrich Schenker’s work.
But the significance of Schenker will be much more apparent after my
lown fundamental thesis has been stated, so I shall postpone all comments
on his analysis, except one: namely, that its value lies largely in the
iact that it always remains analysis, and never pretends to any synthetic
function. A work of art is a unit originally, not by synthesis of inde-
pendent factors. Analysis reveals elements in it, and can go on indefi-
nitely, yielding more and more understanding; but it will never yield a
recipe. Because Schenker respects this relation between the theorist and
his object, he never treats a masterpiece without reverence, even though
his investigations extend to the smallest detail. There is no danger of
being “overintellectual” where intellect is playing its proper part.?

But the philosophical question: What is music ? is not answered even
by Schenker; for it cannot be answered by researches into the ingredients
out of which musical works are made. Almost all serious inquiry so far
has been concerned with the materials of music and the possibilities of
their combination. The fact that the tonal proportions were among the
first physical laws to be mathematically expressed, tested, and system-
atized, has given music the name of a science, even of a scientific model

ISee Joseph Schillinger, The Schillinger System of Musical Composition, and
The Mathematical Basis of the Arts.

2G. D. Birkhoff, Aesthetic Measure. Another “academic oddity” (to speak
politely) was my own youthful effort to apply symbolic logic to music; to which
I confess, but will not refer by chapter and verse.

«Schenker speaks of “synthesis,” but not in the sense of a veritable procedure. It
IS a mystical activity which he attributes to the Archetypal Line, the Urlinie, itself,
apt to the composer. “Diminution is to the Archetypal Line as a man’s skeleton to
bis living flesh. . . . The Archetypal Line leads directly to the synthesis of the
*hole. It is the synthesis.” (Tonwille, 11, 5.)
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for cosmology, from ancient times to our own day.4 The material itself is
interesting, and offers a definite, specialized field of inquiry. The order
of pitches is continuous, and corresponds to an equally orderly series of
vibration rates. Loudness, too, may be expressed in mathematical degrees
of an unbroken scale, and reduced to a property of physical vibration.
Even timbre—the most definitely qualitative characteristic of tones—is
conditioned by the simplicity or complexity of the vibrations that pro-
duce the tone. Almost as soon as one proposes to think in strict terms
about the phenomenon called “music,” the physics of sound presents
itself as the natural groundwork for any theory.

But sound, and even tone, as such is not music; music is something
made out of sound, usually of definite intonation. Now there is just
enough kinship between simple tone-relationships (8ve, s5th, 3rd) and
agreeable sensation (consonance) to suggest a system of psychological
“responses” corresponding exactly to the physical system of tonal “stim-
uli.” So the science of acoustics acquired an alter ego, the psychology of
music initiated by Carl Stumpf, which begins with the concept of sepa-
rate auditory perceptions and seeks to build up the total musical experi-
ence as an emotional response to complex tonal stimuli, reinforced by
sensations of contrast, surprise, familiarity, and above all, personal asso-
ciations. There is, to date, a fairly large literature of psychological find-
ings in this field. But far greater than the body of findings is the faith
in the undertaking held mainly by persons who have not themselves
gathered or interpreted such data. The program rather than its fulfill-
ment has influenced both musical and unmusical people to think of the
art of tone as a process of affective stimulation, and to suppose that
musical experience will some day be describable in terms of “nervous
vibrations” corresponding to the physical vibrations of sounding instru-
ments.5 A

4See, e.g., Matila C. Ghyka, Essai sur le rythme, p. 78: “All this Vitruvian
theory of proportions and eurythmics is nothing but a transposition, into the spatial
dimension, of the Pythagorean theory of chords, or rather: musical intervals, as
we find it reflected in the Timaeus (number as the soul of the world).”

5See, for instance, the chapter on music written by Paul Krummreich in L. W.
Flaccus’ The Spirit and Substance of Art, where the author, after asserting that
music evokes instinctive reactions, says; “Instincts may be considered a phase of
our unconscious life; and the unconscious we can discuss in terms of vibrations.”
But his discussion is about vibrations, never about something else in terms of
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This ambitious hope rests, of course, on the widely held belief that the
proper function of music is to cause a refined sort of sensuous pleasure
that in turn evokes a well-timed, variegated succession of feelings. There
is no need of reviewing this “stimulus theoryss again after rejecting its
credentials for art in general. Suffice it to point out that if music is art,
and not an epicure’s pleasure, then the study of vibration patterns on
sound tracks and encephalographs may tell us astounding things about
audition, but not about music, which is the illusion begotten by sounds.

The traditional preoccupation with the ingredients of music has had
a somewhat unhappy effect on theoretical study, connoisseurship and
criticism, and through criticism on the ideas and attitudes of the general
public. It has led people to listen for the wrong things, and suppose that
to understand music one must know not simply much music, but much
about music. Concert-goers try earnestly to recognize chords, and judge
key changes, and hear the separate instruments in an ensemble—all tech-
nical insights that come of themselves with long familiarity, like the
recognition of glazes on pottery or of structural devices in a building
—instead of distinguishing musical elements, which may be made out
of harmonic or melodic material, shifts of range or of tone color, rhythms
or dynamic accents or simply changes of volume, and yet be in them-
selves as audible to a child as to a veteran musician. For the elements
of music are not tones of such and such pitch, duration and loudness,
nor chords and measured beats; they are, like all artistic elements, some-
thing virtual, created only for perception. Eduard Hanslick® denoted
them rightly: #t6nend bewegte Formen” —!sounding forms in motion.”

Such motion is the essence of music; a motion of forms that are not
visible, but are given to the ear instead of the eye. Yet what are these
forms? They are not objects in the actual world, like the forms normally
revealed by light, because sound, though it is propagated in space, and
is variously swallowed or reflected back, i.e. echoed, by the surfaces it
encounters, is not sufficiently modified by them to give an impression

vibrations.

One of the most serious of these hopeful ventures is La musique et la vie
mtirieure* Essai d’une histoire psychologique de Vart musical, by L. Bourgues and
A. Denereaz.

See, further, F. E. Howard: “Is Music an Art or a Science?” Connecticut Mag-
az$ne, VIII, no. 2 (1903), 255-288. There are dozens of other examples.

*Vom  Musikalisch-Schénem
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of their shapes, as light does.” Things in a room may affect tone in gen-
eral, but they do not influence tonal forms specifically, nor obstruct their
motions, because forms and motions alike are only seemingly there; they
are elements in a purely auditory illusion.

For in all the progressive movements we hear—fast movement or slow,
stop, attack, rising melody, widening or closing harmony, crowding chords
and flowing figures—there is actually nothing that moves. A word may
be in order here to forestall a popular fallacy, namely the supposition
that musical motion is actual because strings or pipes and the air around
them move. Such motion, however, is not what we perceive. Vibration
is minute, very fast, and if it comes to rest sound simply disappears.
The movement of tonal forms, on the contrary, is large and directed
toward a point of relative rest, which is no less audible than the progres-
sion leading to it. In a simple passage like the following:

===

the three eighth notes progress upward to C. Yet actually there is no
locomotion. The C is their point of rest; but while it is sustained there
is faster vibration than in any other part of the phrase. Musical motion,
in short, is something entirely different from physical displacement. It
is a semblance, and nothing more.

The last note of the example just given introduces another element
that has no prototype in physical dynamics: the element of sustained
rest. When a progression reaches its point of rest within a piece, the
music does not therefore stand still, but moves on. It moves over static
harmonies and persistent tones such as pedal points, and silences. Its
forward drive may even carry it rhythmically beyond tbelast sound, as
in some of Beethoven’s works, e.g. in the finale of opus 9, no. 1, where

7This functional difference between light and sound was observed by Joseph
Goddard some 50 years ago. “From a single central source light proceeds continu-
ally, which light the surfaces of objects reflect in ways corresponding to their char-
acter. . . , Although musical sound is more or less reflected and absorbed as it moves
among object*, the result is to modify its general volume and character—as when
music is performed in an empty or full room—not to give us impressions of those
objects.” (On Beauty and Expression in Music, pp. 25-27.)
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the last measure is a silence:
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The elements of music are moving forms of sound; but in their mo-
tion nothing is removed. The realm in which tonal entities move is a
realm of pure duration. Like its elements, however, this duration is not
an actf*] phenomenon. It is not a period—ten minutes or a half hour,
ii some fraction of a day—but is something radically different from the
i time in which our public and practical life proceeds. It is completely
;1; incommensurable with the progress of common affairs. Musical duration
I; is an image of what might be termed “lived” or “experienced” time—
| |\. the passage of life that we feel as expectations become “now,” and “now”
turns into unalterable fact. Such passage is measurable only in terms of
: I sensibilities, tensions, and emotions; and it has not merely a different
measure, but an altogether different structure from practical or scientific
1 time.
;| The semblance of this vital, experiential time is the primary illusion
U} ; of music. All music creates an order of virtual time, in which its sonorous
forms move in relation to each other—always and only to each other, for
j nothing else exists there. Virtual time is as separate from the sequence
y;: of actual happenings as virtual space from actual space. In the first place,
H it is entirely perceptible, through the agency of a single sense—hearing.
| j:] There is no supplementing of one sort of experience by another. This
" }] alone makes it something quite different from our “common-sense” ver-
tfrsion of time, which is even more composite, heterogeneous, and fragmen-
yi|| tary than our similar sense of space. Inward tensions and outward changes,
ylj.!" heartbeats and clocks, daylight and routines and weariness furnish vari-
Ipous incoherent temporal data, which we coordinate for practical purposes



110 PART ii The Making of the Symbol

by letting the clock predominate. But music spreads out time for our
direct and complete apprehension, by letting our hearing monopolize it
—organize, fill, and shape it, all alone. It creates an image of time meas-
ured by the motion of forms that seem to give it substance, yet a sub-
stance that consists entirely of sound, so it is transitoriness itself. Music
makes time audible, and its form and continuity sensible.

This theory of music is surprisingly corroborated by the observations
of Basil de Selincourt in a short, little-known, but significant essay en-
titled “Music and Duration,” which I have come across quite recently,
and found remarkable on several counts, especially for the fact that the
author distinguished, clearly and explicitly, between the actual and the
virtual, with respect to both space and time. His words, written thirty
years ago, may well be quoted here:

“Music is one of the forms of duration; it suspends ordinary time,
and offers itself as an ideal substitute and equivalent. Nothing is more
metaphorical or more forced in music than a suggestion that time is
passing while we listen to it, that the development of the themes follows
the action in time of some person or persons embodied in them, or that
we ourselves change as we listen. . . . The space of which the painter
makes use is a translated space, within which all objects are at rest, and
though flies may walk about on his canvas, their steps do not measure
the distance from one tone to another. . . . The Time of music is simi-
larly an ideal time, and if we are less directly aware of it, the reason
is that our life and consciousness are more closely conditioned by time
than by space. . . . The ideal and the real spatial relations declare their
different natures in the simplicity of the contrast which we perceive be-
tween them. Music, on the other hand, demands the absorption of the
whole of our time-consciousness; our own continuity must be lost in that
of the sound to which we listen. . . . Our very life is measured by
rhythm: by our breathing, by our heartbeats. These are all irrelevant,
their meaning is in abeyance, so long as time is music.

“ . . If we are ‘out of time’ in listening to music, our state is best
explained by the simple consideration that it is as difficult to be in two
times at once as in two places. Music uses time as an element of expres-
sion; duration is its essence. The beginning and the end of a musical
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composition are only one if the music has possessed itself of the interval
between them and wholly filled it.”8

The second radical divergence of virtual time from actual lies in its
very structure, its logical pattern, which is not the one-dimensional order
we assume for practical purposes (including all historical and scientific
purposes). The virtual time created in music is an image of time in a
different mode, i.e. appearing to have different terms and relations.

The clock—metaphysically a very problematical instrument—makes
a special abstraction from temporal experience, namely time as pure
sequence, symbolized by a class of ideal events indifferent in themselves,
but ranged in an infinite “dense” series by the sole relation of succession.
Conceived under this scheme, time is a one-dimensional continuum, and
segments of it may be taken from any extensionless “moment” to any
succeeding one, and every actual event may be wholly located within
just one segment of the series so as to occupy it completely.

Further descriptions of this ingenious tim”oncept are not relevant
here; suffice it to point out that it is the only adequate scheme we know
of for synchronizing practical affairs, dating past events, and construct-
ing some perspective of future ones. It can, moreover, be elaborated to
meet the demands of much more precise thought than “common sense.”
Modern scientific time, which is one coordinate of a many-dimensional
structure, is a systematic refinement of “clock-time.” But for all its
logical virtues, this one-dimensional, infinite succession of moments is an
abstraction from direct experiences of time, and it is not the only pos-
sible one. Its great intellectual and practical advantages are bought at
the price of many interesting phases of our time perception that have
to be completely ignored. Consequently we have a great deal of temporal
experience—that is, intuitive knowledge of time—that is not recognized
as “true” because it is not formalized and presented in any symbolic
naode; we have only one way—the way of the clock—to think discursively
about time at all.

sMusic and Letters, 1, no. 4 (1920), 286-293.

Compare also the following passage from “The Composer and His Message,” by
Roger Sessions (already mentioned in Chapter 4, note 22): “It seems to me that
the essential medium of music, the basis of its expressive powers and the element
which gives it its unique quality among the arts, is time, made living for us
thl’OUgh its expressive essence, movement ”
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The underlying principle of clock-time is change, which is measured
by contrasting two states of an instrument, whether that instrument be
the sun in various positions, or the hand on a dial at successive loca-
tions, or a parade of monotonous, similar events like ticks or flashes,
“counted,” i.e. differentiated, by being correlated with a series of distinct
numbers. In any case it is the “states,” “instants,” or whatever we choose
to call the terms of the series, that are symbolized, and therefore explicitly
conceived, and “change” from one to the other is construed in terms of
their differences. “Change” is not itself something represented; it is
implicitly given through the contrast of different “states,” themselves
unchanging.9

The time-concept which emerges from such mensuration is something
far removed from time as we know it in direct experience, which is essen-
tially passage, or the sense of transience. Passage is just what we need
not take account of in formulating a scientifically useful, i.e. measurable,
order of time; and because we can ignore this psychologically prime
aspect, clock-time is homogeneous and simple and may be treated as
one-dimensional. But the experience of time is anything but simple. It
involves more properties than “length,” or interval between selected
moments; for its passages have also what I can only call, metaphorically,
volume. Subjectively, a unit of time may be great or small as well as
long or short; the slang phrase “a big time” is psychologically more
accurate than a “busy,” “pleasant,” or “exciting” time. It is this vol-
uminousness of the direct experience of passage that makes it, as Berg-
son observed long ago, indivisible.l> But even its volume is not simple ;
for it is filled with its own characteristic forms, as space is filled with
material forms, otherwise it could not be observed and appreciated at
all. The phenomena that fill time are tensions—physical, emotional, or
intellectual. Time exists for us because we undergo tensions and their

9In 1926, Charles Koechlin published an article, “Le temps et la musique” (La
Revue Musicale, VII, 3) P* 48), wherein I find this passage: “To certain minds,
time appears as a resultant of our recollections of a great many states of mind,
among which we ‘assume’ a continued duration that connects them as, given the

limits of some measured distance, a path lies between those points. But actually
those philosophers admit only the existence of the limits, and deny that of the path.”
©In Matikre et MSmoire, published originally in 1896, he wrote: “All move-

ment, being indeed a passage from one point of rest to another, is absolutely in-
divisible.” (46th ed., Paris, 1946, p. 209.)
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resolutions. Their peculiar building-up, and their ways of breaking or
diminishing or merging into longer and greater tensions, make for a vast
variety of temporal forms. If we could experience only single, successive
organic strains, perhaps subjective time would be one-dimensional like
the time ticked off by clocks. But life is always a dense fabric of con-
current tensions, and as each of them is a measure of time, the measure-
ments themselves do not coincide. This causes our temporal experience
to fall apart into incommensurate elements which cannot be all perceived
together as clear forms. When one is taken as parameter, others become
“irrational,” out of logical focus, ineffable. Some tensions, therefore,
always sink into the background; some drive and some drag, but for
perception they give quality rather than form to the passage of time,
which unfolds in the pattern of the dominant and distinct strains whereby
we are measuring it.!

The direct experience of passage, as it occurs in each individual life
is, of course, something actual, just as actual as the progress of the clock
or the speedometer; and like all actuality it is only in part percei™d,
and its fragmentary data are supplemented by practical knowledge and
ideas from other realms of thought altogether. Yet it is the model for
the virtual time created in music. There we have its image, completely
articulated and pure; every kind of tension transformed into musical
tension, every qualitative content into musical quality, every extraneous
factor replaced by musical elements. The primary illusion of music is
the sonorous image of passage, abstracted from actuality to become free
and plastic and entirely perceptible.

Most readers have, undoubtedly, realized long ago that what is here
called “subjective time” is the “real time,” or “duration,” which Henri
Bergson attempted to capture and understand. Bergson’s dream (one
dares not say “concept” in connection with his thought) of la duree reelle
brings his metaphysics very close to the musical realm—in fact, to the
very brink of a philosophy of art. What prevented him from achieving *

nPhenomenology attempts to describe in discursive terms this complex experi-
ence; and it tries to do so in terms of momentary impressions and actual feelings.
The result is a tremendous complication of “states” in which the sense of passage
is entirely lost in the parade of “moments” (Augenblicke, not Momente). See, for
instance, the article by Philip Merlan, “Time Consciousness in Husserl and Heideg-
ger,” Journal of Phenomenology, V111, i (September, 1947), 23-53.
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a universal art theory was, essentially, a lack of logical daring; in his
horror of a pernicious abstraction, he fled to a realm of no abstraction
at all, and having wounded his spirit on the tools of physical science he
threw away tools altogether.

Yet his nearness to the problems of art has made him pre-eminently
the artists' philosopher. It is a curious fact that Croce and Santayana,
who have both produced aesthetic theories, have never had the influence
on artistic thought that Bergson still exercises; yet they have said many
true things about the arts, whereas Bergson has said many sentimental
and amateurish things.’2 But metaphysically he deals with matters that
go to the core of all the arts, and especially of music.

His all-important insight is, briefly, that every conceptual form which
is supposed to portray time oversimplifies it to the point of leaving out
the most interesting aspects of it, namely the characteristic appearances
of passage, so that we have a scientific equivalent rather than a con-
ceptual symbol of duration. This criticism throws out a new challenge
to the philosopher's powers of logical construction: find us a symbolism
whereby we can conceive and express our firsthand knowledge of time!

But here the critic himself retires; the challenge was only an ora-
torical one; his own reply to it is a counsel of despair-namely, that such
conception is impossible, its symbolic expression a metaphysical pitfall,
because all symbolization is by its very nature a falsification. It is “spa-
tialization,” and every traffic with space is a betrayal of our real knowl-
edge of time.3 Philosophy must give up discursive thought, give up
logical conception, and try to grasp intuitively the inward sense of dura-
tion.

But it is not the intervention of symbolism as such that balks our
understanding of “lived” time; it is the unsuitable and consequently
barren structure of the literal symbol. The demand Bergson makes upon
philosophy—to set forth the dynamic forms of subjective experience-
only art can fulfill. Perhaps this explains why he is the artists' phi-

the passage in La perception du changement: “Without doubt, art causes
us to discover in things more qualities and more shades of meaning than we would
ordinarily perceive. It broadens our perception, but superficially rather than
depth. It enriches our present, but it does not lead us in any way to transcend the

present.”

13See La pensie et le mouvant, especially chap, i; also, for a brief but funda-
mental presentation, his little Metaphysics.

in
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losopher par excellence. Croce and Santayana make demands on art that
are essentially philosophical; philosophers, therefore, find them inter-
esting, but artists tend to ignore them. Bergson, on the other hand, sets
up a task that is impossible to accomplish in the realm of discursive
expression, i.e. is beyond the philosopher’s pale (and cannot force en-
trance there by resort to instinct, either), but is exactly the artist’s
business. Nothing could seem more reasonable to a poet or a musician
than Bergson’s metaphyical aim; without asking whether it is feas-
ible in philosophy, the artist accepts this aim and subscribes to a phi-
losophy that lays claim to it.

As soon as the expressive symbol, the image of time, is recognized,
one can philosophize about its revelations and correct certain Berg-
sonian errors actually in the light of better knowledge. There has been
much astute refutation of Bergson’s doctrine, but little constructive
criticism, except from musicians, who recognized what he was driving at,
and with the courage of innocence went straight to the solution, where
his philosophical fears confused him. In particular, I have in mind two
articles in La Revue Musicale, which attacked the chief obstacle to a
philosophy of art in Bergson’s rich and novel apprehension of time—its
radical opposition to space, the repudiation of every property it might
share with space. Art can build its illusion in space or in time; meta-
physically, we can understand or misunderstand one realm as readily as
the other; and it is hard to find the interesting characteristics of dura-
tion if there be too many things one is determined not to find.

The two articles, respectively, are Charles Koechlin’s “Le temps et
la musique,” to which I have already referred,’4 and Gabriel Marcel’s
slightly earlier “Bergsonisme et musique.”’s * Both authors are deeply in
sympathy with Bergson’s thesis, that the direct intuition of time must
be our measure for its philosophical conception, and both realize what
Bergson himself never clearly saw—that his “concrete duration,” “lived
time,” is the prototype of “musical time,” namely passage in its char-
acteristic forms.'8 Furthermore, it is to their intellectual credit that they

l4See footnote, p. 112. x*Le Revue Musicale, VII, 3.

leMarcel writes: “It is extremely difficult for the reader of M. Bergson not to
suppose—contrary to reason—that a certain philosophy of music is wrapped up in

the theory of concrete time. . . ” (Op. citp. 221.) And Koechlin; “Heard time
comes so close to pure duration that one might say it is the sensation of duration

itself.” (Op. cit., p. 47.)
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both distinguish between actual and musical duration, the living reality
and the symbol.?7

Bergson did, indeed, recognize a close relationship between musical
time and la durie pure, but his ideal of thought without symbols would
not let him exploit the power of the dynamic image. The desire to exclude
all spatial structure led him to deny his “concrete duration” any struc-
ture whatever; when he himself uses the simile of musical time, he treats
the latter as a completely formless flow, “the successive tones of a melody
whereby we let ourselves be cradled.” Consequently he misses the most
important and novel revelation of music—the fact that time is not a
pure succession, but has more than one dimension. His very horror of
the scientific abstractions he finds typified in geometry makes him cling
to the one-dimensional pure succession of “states,” which looks sus-
piciously like the abstract structure of Newton’s one-dimensional time-
stream.

But musical time has form and organization, volume and distinguish-
able parts. In apprehending a melody we are not vaguely billowing along
with it. As Marcel observed: “When we speak of the beauty of a melodic
line, this aesthetic qualification does not refer to an inward progression,
but to a certain object, to a certain non-spatial shape—for which the
world of extension can merely furnish a symbolism that we know is
inadequate. Gradually, as I pass from tone to tone, a certain ensemble
emerges, a form is built up, which very surely cannot be reduced to an
organized succession of states. .. It is of the very essence of this
form to reveal itself as duration, and yet to transcend, in its own way,

vCf. Marcel, op. cit, p. 222: “Concrete duration is not essentially musical.
All the more can one say, though only with a turn of phrase ... of which M. Berg-
son would heartily disapprove—melodic continuity furnishes an example, an illus-
tration, of pure continuity, given for the philosopher to apprehend directly in a
reality both universal and concrete.”

Also Koechlin, listing the several concepts of time:

“1. Pure duration, attribute of our deepest consciousness, and seemingly
independent of the external world: life unfolding.

2. Psychological time. This is the impression of time that we receive accord-
ing to the events of life: minutes that seem like centuries, hours that pass

too fast. . ..

3. Time measured by mathematical means. . . .

4. And finally, I would speak of musical time. . . . Auditory time is without
doubt that which approaches most closely to pure duration. . . .” (Op. cit.,

p- 46.)
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the purely temporal order in which it is manifested.” To regard musical
form and relation as “spatial,” as Bergson does, is precisely to miss the
real being of music; true musical perception apperceives the form as
something dynamic. “But this act of apperception . . . does not in any
way resolve itself into that sympathy whereby I am wedded to the
phrase and live it. I readily say, it is not an abandon, but on the con-
trary, a sort of mastery.”8

The frequent references to “musical space” in the technical literature
are not purely metaphorical; there are definitely spatial illusions created
in music, quite apart from the phenomenon of volume, which is literally
spatial, and the fact that movement logically involves space, which may
be taking movement too literally. “Tonal space” is a different thing, a
genuine semblance of distance and scope. It derives from harmony rather
than from either movement or fullness of tone. The reason is, I believe,
that harmonic structure gives our hearing an orientation in the tonal
system, from which we perceive musical elements as holding places in an
ideal range.’9 But the space of music is never made wholly perceptible,
as the fabric of virtual time is; it is really an attribute of musical time,
an appearance that serves to develop the temporal realm in more than
one dimension. Space, in music, is a secondary illusion. But, primary or
secondary, it is thoroughly “virtual,” i.e. unrelated to the space of actual
experience. Ernst Kurth, in his Musik Psychologie, likens it to “kinetic
space,”2° and in Werner Danckert’s Ursymbole melodischer Gestaltung
it figures as virtual “place.”* J. Gehring, for his part, speaks of the
staggered planes of musical depth.22 Evidently, the spatial element which
all these writers find in music is a plastic space, artistically transformed,
yet in no specified visual mode. It is not an importation from actual

18Marcel, op, citpp. 223-224.

19Cf. D. F. Tovey, Essays in Musical Analysis, V, 97: Speaking of Handel's
modulations he says, “In the Chorus of Darkness . . . they traverse most of har-
monic space.”

20See p. 136: “In the light of all these phenomena one might, perhaps, best
designate these subjective spatial impressions as ‘kinetic space/ since they derive
directly from the psychological vital energies. Only in its marginal manifestations
does it [this space] resolve itself into perceptual factors. . .

2See p. 66: “Like all space in works of art, this [musical space] is nothing less
filan a cosmic symbol, a representation of Man's ‘position/ ‘location/ and ‘range’
m the greater nexus of the world.”

22Gehring: Grundprinzipien musikalischer Gestaltung,
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experience (though Kurth often flirts with sheer associationism), but
neither is it the essential substance of the art. It simply arises from the
way virtual time unfolds in this or that individual work—arises, and is
eclipsed again.

The fact that the primary illusion of one art may appear, like an
echo, as a secondary illusion in another, gives us a hint of the basic com-
munity of all the arts. As space may suddenly appear in music, time may
be involved in visual works. A building, for instance, is the incarnation
of a vital space; in symbolizing the feeling of the life that belongs to
its precincts, it inevitably shows us time, and in some buildings this
element becomes impressively strong. Yet architecture does not create a
perceptible totality of time, as it does of space; time is a secondary
illusion. The primary illusion always determines the “substance,” the
real character of an art work, but the possibility of secondary illusions
endows it with the richness, elasticity, and wide freedom of creation that
make real art so hard to hold in the meshes of theory.

As soon as we regard music as a thoroughgoing symbol, an image
of subjective time, the appeal of Bergson’s ideas to the artistic mind
becomes quite comprehensible; for music presents reality no more directly
than philosophical discourse, but it presents a sentient and emotional
reality more adequately in a non-discursive image~globalement, as the
French would say. With this tool it does exactly what he demanded of
la vraie metaphysique, except one thing: to give a discursive account
of itself in the end. That would be eating one’s cake and having it too;
and for this reason art is neither philosophy nor a substitute for phi-
losophy, but is itself an epistemological datum about which we can
philosophize.

The making of the symbol is the musician’s entire problem, as it is,
indeed, every artist’s; and the special difficulties that confront us in
dealing with music all spring from the nature of the musical illusion
and the creative processes involved in forming and rendering it. Such
subordinate issues are: the intervention of a performer between the com-
poser and his audience; the wide range of “interpretations” of any given
piece; the value and dangers of virtuosity, the bogey of “mere tech-
nique” ; the process of “self-expression” attributed now to the composer,
now to the performer, or in orchestral works to the conductor; the func-
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tion of poetic texts; the principle of the “petit roman” in default of a
text, to inspire or to explain a composition; the opposite ideal of “pure
music,” upheld by the best musicologists and critics, and—paradoxically
-the interest of most great composers in opera. All these problems have
to be mooted in connection with our present subject. But they are far too
complex, too great with implications affecting all the arts, to be passed
with a mere bow of recognition. Their solution has to be prepared by
a more detailed knowledge of the central theme—what the musician is
making, to what end, and by what means.



“Eine dunkle, mdchtige
T otalidee”—Schiller

Chapter eight

THE MUSICAL MATRIX

The musician, of course, is making a piece of music. Now
music is something audible, as a picture is something visible, not merely
in conception but in sensible existence. When a piece of music is com-
pletely made, it is there to be heard by the physical as well as the
inward ear. For, Croce and many other serious aestheticians' to the
contrary notwithstanding, the final process of figuring forth an idea in
sensuous appearance is not a mechanical affair, but is part and parcel
of the creative drive, controlled entirely, in every detail, by an artistic
imagination.

Yet a great part of the making may take place without any overt
expression. This physically non-sensuous structure has a permanent exist-
ence and identity of its own; it is what can be “repeated” in many tran-
sient appearances, which are its “performances,” and in a sense it is all
the composer can really call his piece. For, although he may carry it to
absolute completion by performing it himself, and make a permanent
gramophone record of his performance so this also may be repeated, the
composition nevertheless exists, as something that could be committed
to writing or to memory and that might be performed by another person.

The purpose of all musical labor, in thought or in physical activity,
is to create and develop the illusion of flowing time in its passage, an
audible passage filled with motion that is just as illusory as the time it
is measuring. Music is an “art of time” in a more intimate and important *

discussion of this contrary theory will be found below, in Chapter 20.
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sense than the traditional one in which the phrase is commonly applied
not only to it but to literature, drama, and dance—the sense of requiring
a definite time of perception. In that sense the “arts of time” are op-
posed to the “arts of space.” But music merits the title in two senses,
and double-entendres in philosophy are unfortunate. Therefore I shall
dispense with the expression, “arts of time,” altogether, and distinguish
between the plastic and the occurrent arts (rather than “arts of per-
formance,” since literature for silent reading cannot be said to be “per-
formed” except in a derivative and even Pickwickian sense).

Music is an occurrent art; a musical work grows from the first imag-
ination of its general movement to its complete, physical presentation,
its occurrence. In this growth there are, however, certain distinguishable
stages—distinguishable, though not always separable.

The first stage is the process of conception, that takes place entirely
within the composer’s mind (no matter what outside stimuli may start
or support it), and issues in a more or less sudden recognition of the
total form to be achieved. I say “more or less sudden,” because the
point of this revelation probably varies widely in the typical experience
of different composers and even in the several experiences of any one of
them. A musician may sit at the keyboard, putting all sorts of themes
and figures together in a loose fantasy, until one idea takes over and
a structure emerges from the wandering sounds; or he may hear, all at
once, without the distinction of any physical tones, perhaps even with-
out exact tone color as yet, the whole musical apparition. But however
the total Gestalt presents itself to him, he recognizes it as the funda-
mental form of the piece; and henceforth his mind is no longer free to
wander irresponsibly from theme to theme, key to key, and mood to
mood. This form is the “composition” which he feels called upon to
develop. (It is significant, at this point, that one speaks of “composi-
tion” in painting in an analogous sense; the basic form of the picture,
which is to be developed, and by which every line and every accent is
controlled.)

Once the essential musical form is found, a piece of music exists in
embryo; it is implicit there, although its final, completely articulate
character is not determined yet, because there are many possible ways
of developing the composition. Yet in the whole process of subsequent
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invention and elaboration, the general Gestalt serves as a measure of
right and wrong, too much and too little, strong and weak. One might
call that original conception the commanding form of the work. It re-
quires such things as ornamentation or intensification or greater sim-
plicity; it may rule out some favorite device of its creator, and force
him to find a new one; like a living organism it maintains its identity,
and in the face of influences that should mold it into something func-
tionally different, it seems to preserve its original purposes and become
distorted from its true lines rather than simply replaced by something
else.

It is, in fact, when the first semblance of organic form is achieved
that a work of art exhibits its general symbolic possibilities, like a state-
ment imperfectly made or even merely indicated, but understandable in
its general intent. That central significance is, I think, what Flaubert
called the “Idea/* and its symbol is the commanding form that guides
the artist’s judgment even in moments of intense excitement and in-
spiration. In music the fundamental movement has this power of shaping
the whole piece by a sort of implicit logic that all conscious artistry
serves to make explicit. The relentless strain on the musician’s faculties
comes chiefly from the wealth of possibilities that lie in such a matrix

and cannot all be realized, so that every choice is also a sacrifice. Every
articulation precludes not only its own alternatives but all sorts of de-
velopments they would have made viable. Once the commanding form is
recognized, the work is something like Leibniz’s “best of possible worlds”
—its creator’s best choice among many possible elements, each of which,
in an organic structure, requires so much clearance, preparation, and
contextual aid from other factors that even the rendering of a small
detail may commit him to a serious decision. If he is competent in his art,
his mind is trained and predisposed to see every option in relation to
others, and to the whole. He decides, and knows what his choice in-
volves, and does not fumble. As Picasso said: “I have never made trials
nor experiments. Whenever I had something to say I have said it in
the manner in which I have felt it ought to be said.”2

The matrix, in music the fundamental movement of melody or har-
monic progression, which establishes the greatest rhythm of the piece

2See Goldwater and Treves, Artists on Art, p. 418.
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and dictates its scope, is born of the composer’s thought and feeling, but
as soon as he recognizes it as an individual symbol and sets forth its
outline it becomes the expression of an impersonal Idea, and opens, to
him and others, a deep mine of musical resource. For the commanding
form is not essentially restrictive, but fecund. A perfectly free imagina-
tion suffers from very lack of pressure; it is in the vague and groping
state that precedes the conception of the total form. The great moment
of creation is the recognition of the matrix, for in this lie all the motives
for the specific work; not all the themes—a theme may be imported if
it fits the place—but the tendencies of the piece, the need for dissonance
and consonance, novelty and reiteration, length of phrase and timing of
cadences. Because these general functions are demanded by the organic
form itself, the composer’s imagination has specific problems to solve,
which he does not set himself capriciously, to try his powers of solution,
but which spring from the objective form he has already created. That
is why one may puzzle for a long time over the exact form of an expres-
sion, not seeing what is wrong with this or that, and then, when the right
form presents itself, feel it going into place almost with a click. Since
the emotional content of it is not clearly preconceivable without any
expression, the adequacy of the new element cannot be measured by it
with anything like the precision and certainty of that intuitive “click.”
It is the commanding form of the work that guarantees such a judgment,3

Under the influence of the total “Idea,” the musician composes every
part of his piece. The principles of articulating music are so various that
each composer finds his own idiom, even within the tradition he happens
to inherit. The Idea as it occurs to him already suggests his own way
of composing; and in that process lies the individuation of the piece.
Therefore the commanding form, greatest movement, or whatever one
chooses to call it, is not what Schenker has termed the Urlinie; for, as
Riezler pointed out, the Urlinien of very different pieces look peculiarly
alike.4 But the musical conceptions from which the respective works

3Cf. Roger Sessions, op. cit.: “[Sometimes] the inspiration takes the form,
however, not of a sudden flash of music, but a clearly envisaged impulse toward
a certain goal for which the composer was obliged to strive. When [in the case of
Beethoven’s ‘Hammerklavier Sonata’] this perfect realization was attained, how-
ever, there could have been no hesitation—rather a flash of recognition that this
was exactly what he wanted.” (Pp. 126-27.)

4W. Riezler, “Die Urlinie,” Die Musik, XXI12, p. 502.
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were developed must have been as distinct as the final products. That
is because the initial “Idea” is the beginning of a creative process, and
therefore activates a more definite plan of development than merely the
breaking of a natural chord into successive tones, and of the resultant
new overtone structures into new successions—the principle that Schenker
calls auskomponieren. Some characteristic way of unfolding the tonal
potentialities of the first harmonies is really the generative principle of
a composition, and this may be implicit in a rhythmic figure, or in a
consciousness of extreme vocal ranges (Schenker’s Intervalzug, but with-
out reference, at first, to the precise intervals involved) and of crowding
changes or wide expanse, light, swift glow or arresting intensity. The
Urlinie, on the other hand, is the end product of a structural analysis,
and Schenker would probably be the last person to assume that the com-
poser began with an explicit notion of his protomusical line, like a blue
print, and deliberately composed the piece within its frame. The idea of
the piece contains the Urlinie as a statement contains its syntax; when
we have a discursive thought to express, in a language we speak readily,
we frame our statement without any thought of subject and predicate,
yet our communication will flow in some traceable syntactical channel,
to which the most involved constructions still maintain a relation of
dependence.

The “language of music” as we know it has evolved its own forms,
and these are traditional like the structural elements in speech. Yet it
may be that even the Urlinie is not an unalterable law of all music, but
only of our European development of music; that Schenker has discov-
ered not so much the principle of the art itself, as of the “Great Tradi-
tion.” His constant reliance on “masterpieces” and his resentment of all
new idioms and departures make one think of the protagonists of so-
called “representational” paintings; the laws of nature they claim to
have discovered for all pictorial art are really the principles of the “Great
Tradition” that inspired and supported its career in the history of our
culture. If the Urlinie be the mark of our special kind of musical crea-
tion, then no wonder we can find it in all good compositions, and in many
that are not good, too; and nothing could be more irrelevant than
Riezler’s charge against Schenker’s analysis, that all Urlinien look alike,

5See, for example, Kenyon Cox, The Classic Point of View.
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and one cannot tell by viewing them whether the works from which they
have been abstracted be great or poor.¢

What, then, is the essence of all music ? The creation of virtual time,
and its complete determination by the movement of audible forms. The
devices for establishing this primary illusion of time are many; the
recognition of related tones (fundamental and overtones, and by deriva-
tion our entire harmonic system) is the most powerful structural prin-
ciple that has ever been employed, if artistic power be judged by the
rangb and expressiveness of the structures to which the principle gives
rise; but other musical traditions have used other devices. The drum has
been used with wonderful effect to enthrall the ear, to push away, as it
were, the world of practical time, and create a new time image in sound.
In our own music the drum is a subsidiary element, but there are records
of African music in which its constructive power is paramount.” The
voice, in such performances, serves essentially to contrast with the steady
tone of the drum—to wander and rise and fall where the purely rhythmic
element goes on like Fate. The effect is neither melody nor harmony,
yet it is music: it has motion and autonomous form, and anyone familiar
with many works of that sort would probably feel their structure and
mood almost from the opening beat.

Another ruling principle of music has been the intonation of speech.
If chant, in its oldest sense, has a protomusical line, that line is not con-
structed harmonically, like Schenker’s Urlinie, but rests on some other
principle. Yet choric chant, no matter what its poetic content, is essen-
tially music. It creates a dynamic form, purely sonorous movement, that
metes out its own audible Time even to a person who cannot understand
the words, though that person inevitably misses some of the richness of
the musical texture. But this is a subject for future discussion. The point
at issue here is merely that music is more universal than any one artistic
tradition, and the difference between music and noise is not the absence

¢W. Riezler, op, citp. 509.

7For example, Victor Pio-12 (89b), “Secret Society Drums, Bini Tribe” (5
drums). It is customary among Europeans to call all drum music “primitive”;
but this drumming is not primitive at all—it is highly developed, the sophisticated
product of a living tradition. If such African drumming be compared with the
drummed dance accompaniments of European peasants (Uanthologie sonore, 16 |[a,

“Thirteenth Century Music”; b, “Fourteenth Century”]), the latter will sound
truly “primitive,” i.e. undeveloped, by contrast.
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of this or that constructive principle, but of any commanding form what-
ever. Even noise may happen to furnish musical phenomena; hammers
on anvils, rotary saws, dripping faucets are very apt to do so; but real
music comes into being only when someone seizes on the motif and uses
it, either as a form to be developed, or as an element to be assimilated
to a greater form.

The essence of all composition—tonal or atonal, vocal or instrumental,
even purely percussive, if you will—is the semblance of organic move-
ment, the illusion of an indivisible whole. Vital organization is the ftame
of all feeling, because feeling exists only in living organisms; and the
logic of all symbols that can express feeling is the logic of organic proc-
esses. The most characteristic principle of vital activity is rhythm. All
life is rhythmic; under difficult circumstances, its rhythms may become
very complex, but when they are really lost life cannot long endure. This
rhythmic character of organism permeates music, because music is a
symbolic presentation of the highest organic response, the emotional life
of human beings. A succession of emotions that have no reference to
each other do not constitute an “emotional life,’> any more than a dis-
continuous and independent functioning of organs collected under one
skin would be a physical “life.” The great office of music is to organize
our conception of feeling into more than an occasional awareness of emo-
tional storm, i.e. to give us an insight into what may truly be called the
“life of feeling,” or subjective unity of experience; and this it does by
the same principle that organizes physical existence into a biological
design—rhythm.

There have been countless studies of rhythm, based on the notion of
periodicity, or regular recurrence of events. It is true that the elementary
rhythmic functions of life have regularly recurrent phases: heartbeat,
breath, and the simpler metabolisms. But the obviousness of these repeti-
tions has caused people to regard them as the essence of rhythm, which
they are not. The ticking of a clock is repetitious and regular, but not in
itself rhythmic; the listening ear hears rhythms in the succession of
equal ticks, the human mind organizes them into a temporal form.

The essence of rhythm is the preparation of a new event by the end-
ing of a previous one. A person who moves rhythmically need not repeat
a single motion exactly. His movements, however, must be complete ges-
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tures, so that one can sense a beginning, intent, and consummation, and
see in the last stage of one the condition and indeed the rise of another.
Rhythm is the setting-up of new tensions by the resolution of former
ones. They need not be of equal duration at all; but the situation that
begets the new crisis must be inherent in the denouement of its fore-
runner.

Breathing is the most perfect exhibit of physiological rhythm: as we
release the breath we have taken, we build up a bodily need of oxygen
that is the motivation, and therefore the real beginning, of the new
breath. If the release of one breath is not synchronous with the growth
of the need for the next—for instance, if physical exertion exhausts our
oxygen faster than we can exhale, so the new need grows imperative
before the present breath is completed—breathing is not rhythmic, but
gasping.

The heartbeat illustrates the same functional continuity: the diastole
prepares the systole, and vice versa. The whole self-repair of living bodies
rests on the fact that the exhaustion of a vital process always stimulates
a corrective action, which in turn exhausts itself in creating conditions
that demand new spending.

The principle of rhythmic continuity is the basis of that organic unity
which gives permanence to living bodies—a permanence that, as I have
remarked before (see p. 66), is really a pattern of changes. Now, the
so-called “inner life'—our whole subjective reality, woven of thought
and emotion, imagination and sense perception—is entirely a vital phe-
nomenon, most developed where the organic unity of the precarious,
individual form is most complete and intricate, i.e. in human beings.
What we call mind, soul, consciousness, or (in current vocabulary) ex-
perience, is an intensified vitality, a sort of distillate of all sensitive,
teleological, organized functioning. The human brain, with all its rami-
fications, is wide open to the world outside, and undergoes profound,
more or less permanent changes by impressions that the “older,” less
variable organs record only by transient responses, the bodily symptoms
of emotion. In animals, the intellect is almost as selective as the mouth
in what it will receive; and what it does admit is apt to set the entire
organism in motion. But the human brain is incomparably more tolerant
of impressions, because it has a power of handling stimuli which must
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not be allowed to affect the total metabolic process deeply at all, on pain
of death: that power is the symbolic transformation of perceptions.

Where the symbolic process is highly developed it practically takes
over the domain of perception and memory, and puts its stamp on all
mental functions. But even in its highest operations, the mind still
follows the organic rhythm which is the source of vital unity: the build-
ing-up of a new dynamic Gestalt in the very process of a former one’s
passing away.

There are such genuine rhythms in inorganic nature, too; rhythm is
the basis of life, but not limited to life. The swing of a pendulum is
rhythmic, without our organizing interpretation (which is what makes
a mere succession of sounds—all we perceive in listening to a watch, for
instance—rhythmic for us). The kinetic force that drives the pendulum
to the height of its swing builds up the potential that will bring it down
again; the spending of kinetic energy prepares the turning point and
the fall. The gradual decrease of the pendulum’s arc due to friction is
not usually visible in direct observation, so the motions seem exactly
repetitious. A bouncing ball, on the other hand, shows rhythmic per-
formance without equal measure. But the most impressive example of
rhythm known to most people is the breaking of waves in a steady surf.
Each new comber rolling in is shaped by the undertow flowing back, and
in its turn actually hurries the recession of the previous wave by suc-
tion. There is no dividing line between the two events. Yet a breaking
wave is as definite an event as one could wish to find—a true dynamic
Gestalt.

Such phenomena in the inanimate world are powerful symbols of
living form, just because they are not life processes themselves. The
contrast between the apparently vital behavior and the obviously inor-
ganic structure of ocean waves, for instance, emphasizes the pure sem-
blance of life, and makes the first abstractions of its rhythm for our
intellectual intuition. That is the prime function of symbols. Their second
function is to allow us to manipulate the concepts we have achieved.
This requires more than a recognition of what"may be termed “natural
symbols”; it demands the deliberate making of expressive forms that

may be deployed in various ways to reveal new meanings. And such
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created Gestalten, that give us logical insight into feeling, vitality and
emotional life, are works of art.

The commanding form of a piece of music contains its basic rhythm,
which is at once the source of its organic unity and its total feeling. The
concept of rhythm as a relation between tensions rather than as a matter
of equal divisions of time (i.e. meter) makes it quite comprehensible that
harmonic progressions, resolutions of dissonances, directions of “running”
passages, and “tendency tones” in melody all serve as rhythmic agents.
Everything that prepares a future creates rhythm; everything that begets
or intensifies expectation, including the expectation of sheer continuity,
prepares the future (regular “beats” are an obvious and important source
of rhythmic organization); and everything that fulfills the promised
future, in ways foreseen or unforeseen, articulates the symbol of feeling.
Whatever the special mood of the piece, or its emotional import, the
vital rhythm of subjective time (the “lived” time that Bergson adjures
us to find in pure experience) permeates the complex, many-dimensional,
musical symbol as its internal logic, which relates music intimately and
self-evidently to life.

And what about repetition of forms, equal divisions, if recurrence is
not the real basis of rhythm ? What is the function of the countless regu-
larities of accent, phrase, figure, and bar in the greatest masterpieces?

Repetition is another structural principle—deeply involved with
rhythm, as all basic principles are with each other—that gives musical
composition the appearance of vital growth. For what we receive, in the
passage of sound, with a sense of recognition, i.e. as a recurrence, is
oftentimes a fairly free variant of what came before, a mere analogy,
and only logically a repetition; but it is just the sort of play on a basic
pattern, especially the reflection of the over-all plan in the structure of
each part, that is characteristic of organic forms. This is Schenkels prin-

s«

ciple of “diminution,”® Roger Sessions’ “principle of association.” The
fullest recognition of its “vitalizing” function that I know is in the
article by Basil de Selincourt from which I have already had occasion
to quote at length, and I cannot refrain from letting the author of that

masterly little essay speak again:

8See especially Das Meisterwerk in der Musik, passim.
iOp. citpp. 129 ff.
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“Repetition begins with the bar, and continues in the melody and in
every phrase or item into which we can resolve it. The growth of a musical
composition may be compared to that of a flowering plant, . . . where
not only the leaves repeat each other, but the leaves repeat the flowers,
and the very stems and branches are like un-unfolded leaves. ... To
the pattern of the flower there corresponds a further pattern developed
in the placing and grouping of flowers along the branches, and the branches
themselves divide and stand out in balanced proportions, under the con-
trolling vital impulse. . . . Musical expression follows the same law.”10

As soon as a musical idea acquires organic character (no matter by
what device this is achieved), it expresses the autonomous form of a
work, the “commanding form” that controls its entire subsequent devel-
opment. It is the comprehension of this organic unity and individuality
that enables a composer to carry out a protracted piece of work on the
strength of one initial “inspiration,” and make the product more and
more integral, instead of less and less so, by the constant importation of
new ideas—sometimes even themes that occurred to him long ago, de-
velopments he has used elsewhere, traditional preparations—all to be
assimilated and transfigured by the unique composition. As long as he
can keep the musical organism alive in his imagination he needs no other
rule or goal.

There are countless references in musicological literature and among
the utterances of great musicians that bear witness to the central impor-
tance of living form, the semblance of spontaneous movement, in music;
one could quote almost at random from Marpurg, Goddard, Tovey,
Schweitzer, Schenker, Lussy, or from the notes and letters of Mozart,
Chopin, Mendelssohn, Brahms—anyone, almost, who has written seri-
ously and knowingly about music at all. One is forcibly reminded of the
insistent note of vitalism, the universal agreement on the organic quality
of all space composition, that runs through the comments of the masters
of visual art, collected at the close of Chapter 5; and it would be hard,
indeed, not to entertain at least the hypothesis that all art works, no
matter in what special domain, are “organic” in the same sense. But let
us be content with the hypothesis, until the proof takes care of itself;
and without prematurely generalizing musical form, study it further.

10<<Music and Duration,” p. 288.
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perhaps the most striking thing about it is the objective character

already mentioned. Once a matrix of musical thought, a “commanding

form,” has been grasped by one’s artistic imagination, it assumes a pecu-

liarly impersonal status, like an impression from outside, something

«given.” Great musicians have spoken of the musical “Idea” with an

unmistakable feeling of moral obligation toward it, a sense of responsi-

bilil‘y for development and perfection. Thus Mendelssohn wrote to his

friend Ferdinand Hiller, a gifted but superficial composer: “Nothing

seems to me more reprehensible than to carp at a man’s natural endow-

s ments . . . but if it be that, as here in your piece, all the themes, all that
depends on talent or inspiration (call it what you will) is good and beau-
tiful and moving, but the workmanship is not good, then, I think, one
has no right to let it pass. ... As I believe that a man of great capacities

i:is duty-bound to become an excellent person, and is to be blamed if he

does not develop to the full the powers he has been given, so, I maintain,
it is with a piece of music. ... I am quite aware that no musician can

; make his ideas and his talents other than what heaven has sent him; but

.y. just as surely do I know that if heaven has sent him great ideas he is

bound to carry them out properly. Don’t try to tell me . . . that your
work is as good as your compositions are!”1t

An even clearer statement, however, is Beethoven’s, if we may trust
Bettina Brentano’s report to Goethe, which she assured him, on the
strength of her extraordinary memory, was very nearly verbatim: “It
takes spiritual [geistigen] rhythm to grasp music in its essence. ... All
genuine [musical] invention is moral progress. To submit to its inscruta-
ble laws, and by virtue of these laws, to overcome and control one’s own
mind, so it shall set forth the revelation: that is the isolating principle
ofart....

“Thus every true creation of art is independent, mightier than the
artist himself. . . . Music gives the mind a relation to the [total] har-
mony. Any single, separate idea has in it the feeling of the harmony,
which is Unity.”12

I stress this objectivity and potency of the commanding form in a

uMeisterbriefe, I1: ‘Telix Mendelssohn-Barlholdy/ edited hv Ernst Wolff. See

1) pp. 128-129.

4
'm

2L udwig van Beethoven, Briefe und Gesprdche, p. 146.
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piece of music so heavily because I believe it is the key to almost all
the moot problems of performance, understanding, adaptation, and even
that dry old bone of contention, self-expression. From the matrix, the
greatest movement, flows the life of the work, with all its contingencies,
its powers and perils in the community of human minds.



Chapter nine

THE LIVING WORK

A great many considerations and puzzles that one meets
sooner or later in all the arts find their clearest expression, and therefore
fi their most tangible form, in connection with music. The philosophical
problems of art are generally so interconnected that one might raise
almost any one of them at any point; to avoid the aimlessness of a purely
arbitrary order, therefore, I shall try to discuss such special topics not
always at the first opportunity, but each one in the frame of that art
which throws it into boldest relief. For instance, the question of literal
meaning and artistic significance becomes most acute in the field of
literature, that of “psychical distance” in drama. Once a more or less
specialized artistic problem has been isolated and resolved one can usually
|| find at least vestigial forms of it in all the great orders of art; but it
Ills easiest to handle where it exhibits its classic instance.
! In music, all sorts of interesting issues arise once a composition is
i|||:[*iven to the world, where it has a status and career as a living work
of art. First of all, many different people are going to perform it, and
[jjota some occasions it will sound like a ghost of itself, if not (worse yet)
j¢1a caricature. This contrast is so great that many musicians and psycholo-
gists have maintained there is no such thing as the piece, say Bach’s
fest fugue in the Well-Tempered Clavichord (C-major), but as many
: J|j pieces as there are performers of it, or even as many as its actual per-
formances. What we call “the C-major fugue” is, they say, really a class
Ti pieces, having only those properties in common which are symbolized
by the notational devices of the score.
This is the sort of statement one meets with frequently in studio con-
Versation; its protagonists are proud to designate it as “heretical,” be-

*33
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cause what interests them is chiefly its divergence from common-sense
opinion, which they call the “orthodox” view, as though there were a
real body of doctrine behind what is casually accepted, and they were
called upon to oppose its tenets. But the purpose of the heresy is not to
evoke a far-reaching philosophical discussion; it is to justify, and even
glorify, some unusual “liberty,” say in this or that rendition of the Bach
fugues, inattention to stylistic elements, questionable transcriptions, and
so forth. Were the “heterodox” theory philosophically intended, the first
part of it would not be a sweeping assertion, “there is no such thing as
‘the piece/ ” but an answerable, though difficult question: “What do we
mean by ‘the piece’?” And the second part—“There are as many pieces
as performers, or even performances”—would be: “Where 'the piece’ is
taken to mean a complete, audible work, it is really a new phenomenon,
somehow closely related to what we call Lthe piece’ in another sense,
namely the composer’s opus.” Then the force of the disjunction—“per-
formers or even performances” would present itself to open the next
gambit, and so forth. For there is, of course, some truth in the “heresy,”
but it is not simple, and the only way to find it is to separate and study
the several issues that are confusedly involved in the statement.

Let us begin with the first serious question: in speaking of a piece of
music which almost everyone knows, e.g. the first fugue in the Well-
Tempered Clavichord, what do we mean by “the piece,” so called and
known? We mean an organically developed illusion of time in audible
passage. Here at once we stumble upon an ambiguity; for “audible” may
refer to real or imaginary hearing. To a person who can read music as
readily as most people read language, music becomes audible by the
perusal of a score, as words do in ordinary reading. So one is naturally
led to ask: Is silent reading of music the same sort of experience as silent
reading of literature ? If everyone were taught in early childhood to read
music, as we are all taught to read words, would most people find musical
satisfaction in silent reading, as they find literary satisfaction in perus-
ing books?

Calvin Brown, in Music and Literature: A Comparison of the Arts,

<

answers these questions with a simple “yes.” Having remarked that silent
reading of music is possible, he considers it proof enough that tonal

structures and word structures are “presented to the ear” in the same
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gssential way.! Yet there is a radical difference, which he overlooks, but
which comes to light if one holds consistently to the central problem of
what is created in a work of art: in music, the passage of time made
audible by purely sonorous elements. These elements exist for the ear
alone; all the musical helps to our actual perception of time are elim-
inated and replaced by tonal experiences in the musical image of dura-
tion. But the elements of literature are not sounds as such; even in poetry,
words are not merely to be heard; instead of being pure sense objects that
may become “natural” symbolic forms, like shapes and tones, they are
symbols already, namely “assigned” symbols, and the artistic illusion
created by means of them is not a fabric of tonend bewegte Formen, but
a different illusion altogether. The phenomenon of silent reading, there-
fore, occurs in both arts, but has different values in the two respective
contexts.

In music the relation of inward hearing and actual hearing underlies
a whole phase of artistic production: the work of the performer. In this
connection, then, it merits some exact study, which shows it to be more
interesting than a vague general conception of it would let one suppose.
The two kinds of hearing—physical and mental—differ from each other
in ways that are not generally recognized, and their differences must be
understood before one can find their exact relationships in musical ex-
perience.

Physical hearing, the actual sensory perception of sound, depends on
the nature of an outside stimulus, and on what the sense organ transmits
and the attentive mind registers, either as actual memory, or as “mental
set” for further receptions. Even intelligent listening is to some degree
passive, determined by the external cause. It is in large measure selec-
tive, filtering out what is irrelevant; yet a certain amount of irrelevancy
always seeps through. Our perceptual apparatus is made for practical
purposes, and only more or less successfully adapted to artistic ones.
Those aspects of the physical tone which have practical importance tend, *

*See p. 8: “No one mistakes the printed notes on a sheet of music for music;
they are simply symbols which tell a performer what sounds he is to produce, and
the sounds themselves are the music. Precisely the same thing holds true for litera-
ture and no illiterate would ever be guilty of this confusion. In fact, the only reason
that we do not make the same error with respect to music is that we are largely
musical illiterates.”
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therefore, to force themselves on our attention, and the more passively
we listen the more prominently do they figure in what we hear. They are
the most direct stimuli, the “sense data” given to the ear. Of course,
human minds differ even in their sensitivity to such physical impressions;
perception is so much influenced by conception that complete mental
passivity would probably amount to insensibility. There are degrees of
immediacy in our hearing, and perhaps the best way to determine these
is to note what elements of musical experience we miss by careless lis-
tening, i.e. by giving only superficial attention, as a distracted or indif-
ferent concertgoer does.

We do not miss the absolute pitch. This is not to say that we know
which tone we hear, but each sound is heard to be just so and so high,
according to the physical vibrations that cause it. Secondly, we hear its
absolute duration. This is directly given; though we do not note what
its value is, it lasts for a definite length of time. Thirdly, its timbre-
the tone quality of brass or woodwind, viol or pianoforte or human voice.
Where several instruments play together the orchestral timbre that pre-
vails for the casual ear is indeed something nameless, yet the sheer im-
pression of it is inescapably “given.” In the fourth place, volume; loud-
ness and softness are always directly heard, without special mental effort.
So is a general quality of consonance or dissonance, though this varies
widely, especially with the listener’s habitual exposure to dissonant
sounds (a person used to jazz becomes fairly indifferent to harmonic con-
flicts). Finally there is the element of stress. Dynamic accents are the
most intrusive auditory effects. No matter how absent-mindedly we
listen, we hear sharp attack, rhythmic beat or swing, gentle or stormy
or speedy motion, and we hear it at some'perfectly definite tempo.

What we miss by inattentive hearing is the logical connectedness of
the tonal sequence. We have no clear awareness of what has passed, and
therefore no impression of melodic or harmonic development, nor definite
expectation of what is to come. Consequently, in what one might call
purely physical listening, we can be startled by a sudden sforzando, with-
out being puzzled at its unexpected incursion. We hear succession rather
than progression, and miss all subordinate melody; where there is no
obvious “tune” we may miss all melody whatever. Only the shifting
actual tones, with specific pitch, endurance, timbre, volume, and over-all
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harshness or smoothness, pass at some definite tempo—hurrying, or easy,
or interminably drawn out.

For mental hearing, as it is experienced in silent reading, exactly the
opposite conditions hold: those tonal properties which are most definitely
given to the physical ear, surviving even inattentive listening, are the
very ones that may be quite vague or even completely lacking to the
inward ear. To a person who cannot spontaneously identify an abso-

lute pitch, the written note, say E means a more or less

arbitrary sound, somewhere near the middle of the soprano register. He
may or may not hear it as of a particular timbre, piano or voice or viol
sound; certainly its tonal quality is not as definite as that of a physical
sound, which is uniquely given, a good or a bad tone. Volume is only
imagined where the composition obviously aims at the utmost power, or
has prepared a special pianissimo. Moreover, the real length of tones is
not always “heard,” though it is somehow understood; in reading a slow
movement one tends to read faster than the performance would pass in
actual time.2 One never misses structural elements, such as harmonic
tensions and their resolutions, melody, even to the smallest figure, prepa-
ration and fulfillment, i.e. progression, theme and development, imita-
tions, answers, and the essentially musical (rather than kinetic) rhythm
that emerges from the deployment of harmonic changes and melodic
accents. Inward hearing is a work of the mind, that begins with concep-
tions of form and ends with their complete presentation in imagined
sense experience. It is supported by all sorts of symbolic devices: the
guidance of printed scores, the specific, though minute muscular responses
of breath and vocal cords that constitute subvocal singing, perhaps in-
dividual tonal memories and other references to experience. But the
influence of exactly remembered sense impressions is very variable;
inward hearing usually stops short of just that determinateness of quality
and duration which characterizes actual sensation. This final imagination
of tone itself, as something completely decided by the whole to which
it belongs, requires a special symbolic support, a highly articulate bodily
gesture; overtly, this gesture is the act of producing the tone, the per-

2] assert this on the authority of an eminent musician, Kurt Appelbaum, against
whose wide experience I have checked my own observations.
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former’s expression of it; physiologically, it is the feeling for the tone
in the muscles set to produce it, and is the symbol whereby the tone i
imagined. Probably all aural imagination apart from such symbolic
action is somewhat incomplete, unless it is based on a vivid memory .f
actually heard music.

Most composers carry the act of creative imagination from its in-
ception as a “commanding form,” or matrix idea (which Mendelssohn
called “the composition”), to a point somewhere before the full realiza-
tion of the musical work, which is the performed piece. The composer’s
piece is an incompleted work, but it is a perfectly definite piece carried
to a perfectly definite stage. When we speak of “the first fugue in the
Well-Tempered Clavichordwe mean something that is there for any-
body’s inward hearing, and may be completed by carrying out its tonal
articulation to the limit, which is complete determinateness. A very
competent musician may be able to do this in sheer imagination. As a
rule, however, the performer’s imagination is progressive, and is helped
from moment to moment by the actuality of tone already realized in
playing.

Performance is the completion of a musical work, a logical contin-
uation of the composition, carrying the creation through from thought
to physical expression. Obviously, then, the thought must be entirely
grasped, if it is to be carried on. Composition and performance are not
neatly separable at the stage marked by the finishing of the score; for
both spring from the commanding form and are governed throughout
by its demands and enticements. No general theory of phrasing, tempo,
or study of periods and styles can enable the performer of a piece to
begin his work at the printed page; all such general knowledge is a mere
help in orientation, a knowledge of probabilities that may speed his
understanding of the essential movement expressed in the score. The
successive note-by-note reading that is a reaction pattern comparable
to a typist’s keyboard habit is not reading.3 A well-trained typist would
not claim to have read a book just because she has copied it; and many
a sight reader at the piano has never read a piece of music, but only

3Robert Schumann, in his “Musikalische Haus-und Lebensregeln,” wrote for the
benefit of young students: “Only when the form is quite clear to you, will you
understand its import.” (Gesammelte Schriften, 11, 170.)
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j~acted manually to the stimulus of note after note. Even the rendering
of phrase after phrase, treating each one as a separate item, is not per-

forming a piece; it is like a formal recitation:

«I, John”-"/, John”— .
“Take thee, Mary”—"“Take thee, Mary”—
“To be my wedded wife”—“To be my wedded wife”

Or it might be compared to the reading of a Greek text by a person who
knows perfectly well how to pronounce the words, and can speak con-
tinuously, raising his voice at the commas, dropping it at the periods,
and pausing between the paragraphs, yet understands only occasional
bits of what he prates.

Real performance is as creative an act as composition, just as the
composer’s own working out of the idea, after he has conceived the
greatest movement and therewith the whole commanding form, is still
creative work. The performer simply carries it on. He may be the com-
poser himself; in that case, what he carries to completion may be a
composition he has previously thought out, perhaps even written out
(then he is said to “play his own piece”), or he may be inventing it then
and there (“improvising”). If he is not the composer, then the command-
ing form is given to him; a variable but usually considerable amount of
detail in the development of the form is given4; but the final decision
of what every tone sounds like rests with him. For at a definite, critical
point in the course of musical creation a new feeling sets in, that rein-
forces the tonal imagination, and at the same time is subject to it: the
feeling of utterance.

A person in whom the feeling of utterance is strong and precise is
a natural virtuoso. But such strength and precision are not the same thing
as a mere desire for emotional expression. Artistic utterance always strives
to create as complete and transparent a symbol as possible, whereas per-
sonal utterance, under the stress of actual emotion, usually contents itself
with half-articulated symbols, just enough to explain the symptoms of
inward pressure. Where music serves the primary purpose of direct emo-

4The mediaeval numae, because of their inexact meanings, required a great deal
of judgment on the part of the performers. In modern notation the minimal pre-

scription was the figured bass, which presupposed the performer's competence to
carry out what today we consider definitely a part of the composer’s work.
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tive expression, the feeling of utterance is not altogether controlled by
inward hearing, but is confused by unmusical gesture that is only im-
perfectly assimilated to the process of tone production. As a result, the
dynamic stresses in every passage are exaggerated beyond the require-
ments of the melodic and harmonic tensions which, logically and artist-
ically, they should simply illuminate; the effect is “romantic” in the bad
sense.5 In speech, a similar discrepancy between meaning and passional

emphasis is called “oratorical.” It is usually attributed to a lack of re-
straint, but that is not really its source. A performer whose utterance is
inspired entirely by the commanding form of the work does not have

to restrain anything, but gives all he has—all his feeling for every phrase,
every resolving or unresolving harmonic strain in the work. Inward hear-

ing, the muscular imagination of tone, the desire for outward hearing:

these condition the final stage of making a musical work.
The possession of what I can only term “muscular imagination,” the
basis of vocal or instrumental technique, does not always accompany the

power of inner hearing which is the foundation of all musical thinking.
Many composers follow out their creative work only to a point short
of complete tonal imagination; to them, the form is complete and self-
evident before it reaches overt expression. In fact, their command of it
sometimes fails in the last phase, so they actually perform their own
work very imperfectly. Others are natural virtuosos; in many cases their
thinking runs so infallibly the whole gamut from the first musical con-
ception to and through the performed piece that their music sounds ded-
icated to the instrument. Chopin’s pianistic art seems to have had a part
in his very first thoughts. Chopin was truly and primarily a composer,
so the influence of the piano was only one factor in his thinking, but
when a person who is above all a performer turns his hand to composi-
tion, the power of the instrument becomes paramount; Kreisler’s occa-
sional compositions, for instance, sound as though they were suggested
immediately by the vibrant strings, like cadenzas, impromptu variations,
melodious itudes; the matrix is simple and small, the chief interest and
enticement of the work is its easy, high development into physical tone.
Generally, however, the two kinds of musical imagination which may

sThere is also “romantic music” in a good sense—music so composed that the
genuinely tonal tensions motivate a great deal of dynamic coloring.
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tje called, respectively, conceptual and sonorous (to avoid the slippery
word “interpretive”), occur separately; and the form of inward hearing
that is necessary to a conceptual imagination, the composer’s character-
istic gift, is suggestive rather than fully sensuous. The significance of its
sketchy quality is that such hearing is abstractive, concerned with the
fundamental relationships whereby sound becomes music, a significant
tonal form. The sonorous imagination, on the other hand, works toward
the final goal of artistic conception—communication of the “Idea,” artic-
ulate utterance.

This brings us to the problem of “self-expression” in a new and deep-
ened form: not the subjective interpretation that makes art a vehicle
for the performer’s personal anxieties and moods, but the element of
ardor for the import conveyed. This, of course, is actual feeling; it is not
something symbolized by the music, but something that makes the symbol
effective; it is the contagious excitement of the artist over the vital con-
tent of the work. Where it is missing, the symbol is “cold.” But, being
an actual and not virtual phenomenon, artistic “warmth” can never be
planned and assured by any technical device. It shows itself in the final
product, but always as an unconscious factor. In the plastic arts its mark
is passionate presentation of the “Idea” from the first stroke to the last.
In music it is the quality of impassioned utterance.

This quality belongs naturally to the human voice. But the voice is
so much more an instrument of biological response than of art that all
actual emotions, crude or fine, deep or casual, are reflected in its spon-
taneously variable tone. It is the prime avenue of self-expression, and in
this demonstrative capacity not really a musical instrument at all. As
Joseph Goddard remarked, “from intonation to melody is a jump. . . .
So from timbre to harmony is a jump. . . . Intonation in language still
fulfills that practical function of expression in virtue of which it was
first developed. But melody and harmony have no practical function
whatever; . . . they give rise to quite new orders of sensation.”® Through-
out its career as a bearer of musical ideas, the voice keeps its readiness
for pathos, its association with actual feeling—what a German would
call its Lebensnahe. " 23

-—

6Joseph Goddard: The Deeper Sources of the Beauty and Expression in Music,
P .,
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As long as direct pathos, springing from emotions of the moment,
predominates in vocal utterance, the voice may be wailing or crooning
or jubilating ever so freely, but it is not singing. Music begins only when
some formal factor—rhythm or melody—is recognized as a framework
within which accent and intonation are elements in their own right, not
chance attributes of individual speech. Perhaps, in early religious life,
the desire to make choric prayer reach further than the loudest speech,
with less vocal effort and more articulation than in shouting, led people
to discover the power of intonation to “carry” their words. We do not
know. But as soon as syllables are fixed on a definite pitch, the breath
has to be sustained, the vowels take precedence over the consonants,
which merely serve to hold them apart, and the sound of the utterance,
rather than the discourse, becomes the notable phenomenon; therefore,

incantation would be a natural beginning of genuine song. On this level
of speech organization the rich and variable ways of articulating sounds
become apparent. Long or short vowels, open-mouthed and close-mouthed
ones, sharp or soft consonants, syllabic accents, and such formal simi-
larities as alliteration, rhyme, and rhythmic analogy, which are rarely
noted in talking, tend to be conspicuous. All these factors serve to shift
interest from the literal content of the words, the thing said, to the tonal
form, the thing sung. Enunciation, originally intended to create words,
now creates sonorities that are valued as ends rather than means ; it
punctuates and elaborates the full-throated tone that “carries” the words,
and the product is an audible form, a piece of music.

Naturally the voice, even in chant, would be charged with so many
emotional strains that its musical function would constantly be in jeop-
A ardy. The abstraction of such elements as pitch and measure (especially
‘ the complicated poetic measure of religious speech) is not easy in midst
of a personal utterance. Formal concepts, before they are entirely familiar
i and clear, need reinforcement if they are not to slip away again. In
primitive chant, the measure is often upheld by clapping or stamping.
But such activity tends to interfere with music-hearing as much as to
help it, because it :s perceived more kinetically (as actual participation)
than audibly (as sense impression). The drum, therefore, marks a great
advance. With relatively little physical effort it furnishes a sharp, exact,
and primarily audible accent, which can be manipulated far more easily
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and freely than gymnastic poundings. Its technique can be developed by
individuals, which makes for virtuosity. Even monotone chanting to good
drumming is unmistakably music, however schematic and bare it may
sound to the tonally trained ear. But the crucial step in music is the
conception of melos, the fixation and artistic use of pitch; and this prob-
ably owes its existence in large part to the discovery of inanimate, phys-
ical sources from which sounds of definite pitch may be obtained by
plucking, striking, rubbing, or blowing. By means of pitched instruments,
intonation is at once objectified; instruments furnish a standard to which
vocal pitch may be held.

In Europe, where music has certainly had its fullest development,
melody instruments were used for centuries primarily to accompany
song. An important exception is the flute, which achieved an early inde-
pendence for two reasons: first, that it is a variant of the shepherd’s pipe,
which was invented by solitary men who could either blow on a reed or
sing, but not both, so the existence of wordless, instrumental music was
revealed to them by the very limitation of their means; and secondly,
that among early instruments the woodwinds come nearest to having
a vocal quality.

The essential contributions of voice and instruments, respectively,
come from opposite poles in the realm of music. The structural elements
are evolved most easily by the aid of vibrant strings and pipes, whose
fully developed range far exceeds that of any voice, or even the com-
bined ranges of high and low voices. Vocal music can only approximate
to the flexibility, the distinctness, the tonal and rhythmic accuracy of
instruments. Jumps of intonation; figures, trills, and runs that are easy
on the violin or the piano are a singer’s dream of technical control. The
voice as an instrument, free from all interference by the physiological
duties of the lungs, emotional constrictions of the throat, or the non-
musical habits of the tongue, is the ideal that governs his tonal imag-
ination and work. By listening and by practice he purifies the element
that is the dangerous, but chief and irreplaceable asset of vocal music
"-the element of utterance.

The player’s problem is the opposite. The conceptual framework of
melody and harmony is expressed by the very construction of musical
instruments, but the semblance of song is something achieved only in
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the course of their gradual perfection, and above all in their use under
the stimulation of “kinetic hearing.” Instrumental music strives for the
expressiveness of song, the sound of direct utterance, “voice.”

This, I believe, is the basis of the qualitative difference, which has
often been noted, between singing and all other kinds of music.” It is
not, as Goddard thought, the power of our emotional association with
the voice that makes it pre-eminently “human,” but the fact that utter-
ance, which is an intellectual function of the human organism, has always
a fundamentally vital form. When it is abstracted from any actual con-
text, as in music-conscious song, it becomes art, but it keeps its Lebens-

nahe. The fact that song grows in musical power by constant formaliza-
tion, approaching the sound of instruments, whereas all other sources
of tone are somewhat schematic and lifeless until they attain “voice,” the
semblance of singing, marks a peculiar dialectic in the total phenomenon
of music, which accounts, perhaps, for the existence of two distinct talents
—the inventive, at home in musical abstraction, and the interpretive,
centering on the kinetic tonal imagination that leads to the making of
perfectly intended and controlled sounds. The latter kind is derived from
the natural connection between mind and voice. On this basis, the de-
velopment of song is not too hard to understand; but what is truly
puzzling is the emergence, with the evolution of sonorous instruments,
of something that can only be called “utterance” in playing. There is a
transference of the ideo-motor response from the vocal organs to the
hand. A musician’s hands, supplemented by his familiar instrument, be-
come as intuitively responsive to imagined tone as the throat. No one
could possibly figure out, or learn by rote, the exact proper distance on
the fingerboard for every possible interval; but conceive the interval

7For example, Joseph Goddard: “When music is produced by the human voire
it ceases to be naked in associations, being then enrobed in the manifold associa-
tions of humanity. ... It is this vast change from abstract sound to sound rich in
human associations—from tones strange to tones familiar—which we feel as so
striking and grateful when human voices break in on instrumental music. In vocal
music the mystic features of musical sound have a human aspect. Thus it is that
high musical emanation in vocal form has something of the character of inspired
utterance.” {Op. cit., pp. 87-88.)

The same contrast in feeling was noted by Guido M. Gatti, “Composer and
Listener,” Musical Quarterly, XXXIII, 1 (January, 1947), 52-63; Schumann.
op. cit.f II; Giinther Stern, “Zur Phinomenologie des Zuhorens,” Zeitschrift fiir
Musikwissenschaft, IX (1926-27), 610-619; and by Francis Tovey, op. Cit., V, 1.
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pearly and the finger will find it precisely, and even adjust, after a single
. “loration, to an instrument that frets a tiny bit differently from the
accustomed standard. As for the varying qualities and nuances of tone,
produced chiefly by the bow, they depend patently on “kinetic hearing.”
Xfce mind hears, the hand follows, as faithfully as the voice itself obeys
jke “inward ear.” That is probably why the natural and the artificial
JInstrument, direct and indirect utterance, can finally merge as completely
they do in the masterpieces of opera, cantata, and lyric song, which
are very close to perfect form completely uttered,
i; It also means that the instrumentalist as well as the singer has a
:\psychologically sensitive medium at his disposal; so the values and
vicjangers of personal feeling are the same for the one as for the other.
As long as personal feeling is concentrated on the musical content, i.e.
the significance of the piece, it is the very mnerve and *“drive” of the
Wtist’s work. It is the dynamism which makes him create the audible
symbol in the way that seems to him clearest, most fully perceivable,
mmost impressive. This is intense conception, which makes for the utmost
power of musical expression. Every tension and movement in the frame
of created time seems like a personal emotion, but one that lives apart
from the concerns of the actual day.

If, on the other hand, the player lets his own need for some emotional
catharsis make the music simply his outlet, he is likely to play passion-
ately, with exciting dynamics, but the work will lack intensity because
its expressive forms are inarticulate and blurred. The performance is a
symptom of emotion, and like all such symptoms—Ilaughter, tears, trem-
bling—it is contagious for the moment; but no one carries anything away
from such a personal exhibition, because passage after passage of the

8Cf. Philippe Faure-Fremiet, Pensee et re-creation: VI recite, in my mind,
each note with its right time-value and my entire nervous system is so spontaneously
keyed to it that my fingers are practically at the point of execution. Again, I think
a particular melodic theme, a development, and I think this also note by note like
a concrete reality and with its proper time-values ... If it is given to woodwinds
or cellos, for instance, it does not evoke in me any apparent impulse to give manual
expression to it, but I almost hum it, as if my throat and lips had been in turn
alerted, as if I were going to sing, or more exactly to reproduce it, transposing.
¢ o o« I almost live the piece with my whole being, the entire gamut of my physical
Resources, and in a time and pace with which I cannot permit myself any liberties
whatever, because the expression I am seeking depends on it.” (Pp. 32-33.)
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composition, deriving logically from a central movement, has been cut
short of its natural completion and adapted to convey a new and extra-
neous feeling.

Yet every performer has what one might call a “proper repertoire/’
consisting of the pieces he is temperamentally able to play: music that
is within his emotional ken. For, although he need not have actually
experienced every feeling he conveys, he must be able to imagine it, and
every idea, whether of physical or psychical things, can be formed only
within the context of experience. That is to say, a form of sentience,
thought, or emotion that he can imagine must be possible for him. Within
the range of his own emotional possibilities, however, he can even learn,
purely through music, some way of feeling that he never knew before.?
In the rich fabric of our own subjective existence we make discoveries,
as we make them in the outer world, by the agency of adequate symbols.
Through art we learn the character and range of subjective experience,
as through discourse we learn in great detail the ways of the objective
world.

Oddly enough, the player who projects irrelevant feelings into music,
emotional fragments of his own life, is the one who is in danger of exhib-
iting “mere technique,” because he is not thinking the music entirely.
Since he does play what is written, all the details of his playing that are
mentally unrealized are sheer physical responses, and give the impression
that his fingers are “prating” except for the expression of musically un-
motivated and unintended passions. The intricacies of the composition
receive no meaning from the commanding form itself, and especially if
they pass swiftly he cannot adapt them to his own emotions, which have
no such distinct and elaborate form; so he rattles off whole passages
simply because they are written, and all he conveys is the fact that he
can make the mechanical responses to so many notes. But if a virtuoso
is free of confusing emotions to think in musical forms and feel only

9The following account was given me by one of the great pianoforte artis
in conversation: “When I first read a composition, I conceive it according
range of my experience. But as I study it, there comes a point—sometimes
a long time, but always quite definitely and rather suddenly—when I feel t
personality has changed under the influence of the piece. I have learned t
a new way, or to understand a new feeling. Then I have grasped the music

and practice differently—practice entirely to articulate.”
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their import, the highest physical achievement is absorbed by the thing
rendered, the organized virtual duration, the image of sentient life. He
cannot suffer from too much technique: it is his mental articulateness
and his power of utterance.

So far our whole concern has been with the making of music; but there
is another, equally important function, namely listening, which exhibits
almost as great a range between utmost effectiveness and total obtuse-
ness as we find in performance. Musical hearing is itself a talent, a special
intelligence of the ear, and like all talents it develops through exercise.
A person used to listening takes in with ease the most extended or in-
volved compositions, whereas even a naturally musical individual with-
out a background of much music, perhaps casually heard, but often heard,
finds it hard to listen for more than a few minutes. That is probably
why provincial concerts, lay orchestras, and even fairly serious amateurs’
clubs usually present programs consisting of short pieces and snatches
of longer works: one movement of a sonata, one movement of a trio, the
Serenade from Haydn’s Quartet, Op. 3 No. 5, and so forth. The audience
cannot listen to a whole Haydn quartet or a whole Beethoven sonata.

The first principle in musical hearing is not, as many people assume,
the ability to distinguish the separate elements in a composition and
recognize its devices, but to experience the primary illusion, to feel the
consistent movement and recognize at once the commanding form which
makes this piece an inviolable whole. Even young children do this when
they listen delightedly to a tune. If their elders make more ambitious
music in the home, and the children are taught as a matter of courtesy
to keep reasonably quiet during a performance, their listening power will
grow by incidental use, as their power of reading grows whenever they
~d signs, headlines, and captions here or there. Lying in bed and hear-
mg oood singing or playing before going to sleep is a natural education.
The radio, of course, offers all the means of learning to listen, but it also
harbors a danger—the danger of learning not to listen; and this is greater,
Perhaps, than its advantage. People learn to read and study with music
—sometimes beautiful and powerful music—going on in the background.
As they cultivate inattention or divided attention, music as such becomes
Itore and more a mere psychological stimulant or sedative (as the case
“fcy he, both functions are possible), which they enjoy even during con-
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versation. In this way they cultivate passive hearing, which is the very
contradiction of listening.

The real basis of music appreciation is the same as of music making,
the recognition of forms in virtual time, charged with the vital import
of all art, the ways of human feeling. It is the perception of feeling
through a purely apparent flow of life existing only in time. Anything
the listener does or thinks of to make this experience more telling is
musically good. This is not to say, however, that anything people like to
do during music is good, since they often confuse “enjoying music” with
enjoying themselves unmusically during music. But anything that helps
concentration and sustains the illusion—be it inward singing, following
a half-comprehended score, or dreaming in dramatic images—may be
one’s personal way to understanding. For listening is the primary musical
activity. The musician listens to his own idea before he plays, before he
writes. The basis of all musical advance is more comprehensive hearing.
And the one support that every artist must have if he is to go on creat-
ing music is a world that listens.



Chapter ten

THE PRINCIPLE OF ASSIMILATION

In the previous chapter the special character of vocal music
was considered at some length because it brought the problem of per-
sonal utterance into clearest focus. This, however, is not the only philo-
sophical issue that arises peculiarly in the realm of song. A second and
equally fundamental one is the much-debated principle of “purity” of
the artistic medium. For song is normally wedded to words. It probably
began with the intonation of words, to make them more potent in prayer
or magic. In earlier times, song and poetry are supposed to have been
one, for all recitation was intoned. Throughout the history of music the
Importance of words has been asserted by one school and denied by
another. The Italian Camarati regarded the conveyance of the words as
the prime office of music; the popes have protested against elaborate
nnthems and cantatas which obscured the sacred texts, pulled them apart
or overlapped the lines so no sentence could be heard plainly. Gluck, in
the famous dedication of Alceste to the Archduke Leopold of Tuscany,
is supposed to have asserted the primacy of words over music in opera,
though I do not think his statement should be taken to mean that the
Work is, in effect, poetry or even drama rather than music. Gluck is
Universally regarded as a composer, not a dramatist, nor an arranger
of Calzabigi’s poetry for the stage; and no one, to my knowledge, has
ever spoken of the piece as CalzabigFs play with music by Gluck. This
Uidicates that however superficially people may paraphrase the words of
fas preface, their artistic perception belies the theory they have read into
them. The true meaning of Gluck’s deference to the text will be evident
alittle later, so we may postpone the issue here.

The historical fact is that no matter what doctrines about the rela-
tionship between words and music have held sway, composers have made
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as free as they liked with their texts. Bach has sometimes followed the
verbal pattern faithfully in recitative fashion, sometimes built his music
on the already composed poetic line, as in the chorales, and sometimes
torn the sentences asunder, repeating phrases or separate words, and
weaving these fragments of language into the most intricate vocal fugati,
for instance in the motets. Palestrina had done all those things before
him, Mozart did them after him, Prokofiev does them today. Yet no one
could have more understanding or respect for words than Bach had for
the sacred texts. What all good composers do with language is neither
to ignore its character, nor to obey poetic laws, but to transform the
entire verbal material—sound, meaning, and all—into musical elements.

When words enter into music they are no longer prose or poetry, they
are elements of the music. Their office is to help create and develop the
primary illusion of music, virtual time, and not that of literature, which
is something else; so they give up their literary status and take on purely
musical functions. But that does not mean that now they have only
sound-value. Here the theory of David Prall, that the “aesthetic surface”
of music is pure sound in orders of pitch, loudness, and timbre, and that
in hearing music we perceive designs in the compass of this “aesthetic
surface,” requires a little emendation if it is not to lose its significance
in the face of some of the greatest musical endeavors—song, cantata, ora-
torio and opera. For what we perceive is not the aesthetic surface. What
we hear is motion, tension, growth, living form—the illusion of a many-
dimensional time in passage. The “aesthetic surface” is something that
underlies this illusion. If we assume an “aesthetic attitude” and try
to perceive only the abstracted tonal elements, we really discount the
forcible semblance in order to understand its sensory vehicle. Such an
interest commits us to the principle of treating words as pure phonemes,
and leads into artificialities that increase in proportion to the freedom
and power of vocal and dramatic music; for in the composer’s imagina-
tion words simply do not figure as vowels held apart by consonants,
despite the fact that intonation stresses their phonetic attributes, and
gives these, too, possible independent functions in the audible structure.

The work is, as Prall says, composed of sounds; but everything that
gives the sounds a different appearance of motion, conflict, repose, em-
phasis, etc., is a musical element. Anything that binds figures together,
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contrasts or softens them, in short: affects the illusion, is a musical
element.

Words may enter directly into musical structure even without being
literally understood; the semblance of speech may be enough. The most
striking illustration of this principle is found in plain-song. In such
mediaevel chant the tonal material is reduced to the barest minimum:
a single melodic line, small in compass, without polyphonic support, with-
out accompaniment, without regular recurrent accent or “beat.” Play
such a line on the piano or on any melody instrument, it sounds poor
and trivial, and seems to have no particular motion. But as soon as the
words are articulated it moves, its wandering rhythmic figures cease to
wander as they incorporate intoned speech rhythms, and the great Latin
words fill the melodic form exactly as chords and counterpoints would
fill it. The fact that the syllables supporting the tones are concatenated
by their non-musical, original character into words and sentences, causes
the tones to follow each other in a more organic sequence than the mere
succession which they exhibit in an instrumental paraphrase. It is not
the sentiment expressed in the words that makes them all-important to
Gregorian chant; it is the cohesion of the Latin line, the simplicity of
statement, the greatness of certain words, which causes the composer
to dwell on these and subordinate what is contextual to them. Even a
person who has no inkling of Greek—perhaps does not recognize the in-
cursion of Greek words into the Latin mass—feels the sacred import of
the text:

Kyrie Eleison,
Christe Eleison,

because the exploitation of those four words is a full musical event.!
Furthermore, the paucity of musical means requires the vividness
and warmth that belong to the human voice. But where words and voice
are pitted against such very slight formal elements as homophonic melody
without bar lines, without any tonic-and-dominant anchorage, without
the mechanically fixed pitch that strings or pipes assure, there is an ob-
'This function of the text persists in later music, Francis Tovey says of the
Magnificat” of Bach’s B-minor Mass: “It is a concerto in which the chorus-voices

Play the part of the solo-instrument.” (Essays in Musical Analysis, V, 52.) The
word is “Magnificat.”
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vious danger of losing the artistic illusion altogether under the impact
of personal utterance. Here the work demands something to assure its
impersonality and objectivity; and in fact, it keeps these virtues mainly
by the formalities of its performance. Choric song is a strong antidote
to sentimentalism, because the expressions of actual feeling that threaten
the musical illusion cancel each other out in group singing. A chorus,
therefore, is always an impersonal influence. Where this safeguard does
not operate—that is, where a single cantor intones the service—it is the
spirit of his vicariate, his own depersonalized status, that preserves the
artistic integrity of the chant, which is conceived as something objective
and efficacious and not as an opportunity for self-expression. The self
with all its actual desires is in abeyance as the priest celebrates his office.

The point of this whole discussion of plain-song is to show by a classic
example how music may absorb and utilize phenomena that do not belong
to its normal material, the “aesthetic surface” of tones in their several
relational orders, at all. But whatever importations it admits to its
precincts it transforms, lock, stock, and barrel, into musical elements.
What helps and what hinders musical expression depends on what the
primary illusion can completely swallow up. The sense of words, the
fervor of utterance, devotional duties, choric responses—these are all
foreign materials, but in so far as they affect the image of time, either
by assuring its dissociation from actual experience, or stressing its vital
import, or furnishing genuine structural factors, they are virtual elements
in a realm of purely musical imagination. Anything that can enter into
the vital symbolism of music belongs to music, and whatever cannot do
this has no traffic with music at all.

When words and music come together in song, music swallows words;
not only mere words and literal sentences, but even literary word-struc-
tures, poetry. Song is not a compromise between poetry and music,
though the text taken by itself be a great poem; song is music. It need
not even have, in the strict European sense, melody; a monotone chant
punctuated with changing chords,> an African drummed piece on which
the long, wailing declamation breaks in, rising and falling within a sta-
tionless tonal continuum, is song, not speech. The principles of music

2An example of this is given—in European music, at that—by Karl Orff's Anti-
gone.
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govern its form no matter what materials it uses, from rattling gourds
to holy names.

When a composer puts a poem to music, he annihilates the poem and
makes a song. That is why trivial or sentimental lyrics may be good
texts as well as great poems. The words must convey a composable idea,
suggest centers of feeling and lines of connection, to excite a musician’s
imagination. Some composers, for instance Beethoven, are thus excited
by great literature3; others find a musical core in quite insignificant
verses as often as in real poetry. Schubert has composed the undeniably
second-rate poems of Miiller into a song cycle just as beautiful and im-
portant as his settings of Heine’s and Shakespeare’s poetic treasures.
Miiller’s works are much poorer literature, but just as good texts; and
in the musical works to which they have given rise their inferiority is
redeemed, because as poetry they have disappeared.

Eminent aestheticians have repeatedly declared that the highest form
of song composition is a fusion of perfect poetry with perfect music.4
But actually a very powerful poem is apt to militate against all music.
Robert Schumann made this discovery when he turned from his original
literary and critical interests to musical composition. In his youth he
wrote an essay “On the Intimate Relationship between Poetry and
Music,” in which he said, after a long, romantic passage in praise of each
separate art: “Still greater is the effect of their union; greater and fairer,
when the simple tone is enhanced by the winged syllable, or the hover-
ing word is lifted on the melodious billows of sound, when the light
rhythm of verse is gently combined with the orderly measure of the bars
in gracious alternation. . . .”s This is typical literary music criticism,

3Bettina Brentano, in a letter to Goethe, tells him of Beethoven’s comments
on his poetry, quoting the composer’s words from her excellent memory: “Goethe’s
poems have great power over me, not only because of their content, but by their
rhythm. I get excited, and put into the mood for composing by this language that
seems to build itself up like a work of higher spiritual beings, and to contain al-
ready the secret of its harmonies. It forces me to pour out the melody in all direc-
tions, from the burning-point of my enthusiasm. I pursue it, passionately overtake
it again. .. I cannot part from it, and with eager joy I have to repeat it in all
possible modulations, and in the end, at last, I am triumphant over musical ideas.”
(Beethoven, Briefe und Gespriiche, p. 145.)

4The most famous is, of course, Wagner, who dreamed of a work that should
Unite all arts on an equal footing, a Gesamtkunstwerk.

sGesammelte Schriften iiber Musik u. Musiker, Vol. 11, p. 173.
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that treats music as a soft romantic accompaniment duplicating the
sound-effects of poetry. But as a mature musician he wrote in a different
vein. He had produced many songs and knew that the composition of
a text was no gentle compromise, no gracious alternation of poetic and
musical values. In reviewing Joseph Klein’s renderings of the lyrics from
Goethe’s Wilhelm Meister, he said: “To speak frankly, it seems to me
that the composer has too much respect for his poem, as though he were
afraid to hurt it by seizing it too ardently; so at every turn we find
rests, hesitations, embarrassments. But the poem should lie like a bride
in the minstrel’s arm, free, happy, and entire; then it sounds like some-
thing from heaven afar.” And further, with special reference to Mignon’s
song “Kennst du das Land”: “Indeed I know no musical setting of this
song, except Beethoven’s, that can approach the impression it makes all
by itself, without music.”8

Here is the key to a radical difficulty in song writing. A poem that
has perfect form, in which everything is said and nothing merely adum-
brated, a work completely developed and closed, does not readily lend
itself to composition. It will not give up its literary form. This is true
of most of Goethe’s poems. The poetic creations are so entirely auton-
omous and self-contained that many abler composers than Klein have
shrunk from violating them to transform them into a mere plastic sub-
stance for another work, and use them anew as musical elements without
independent form. A second-rate poem may serve this purpose better
because it is easier for the music to assimilate its words and images and
rhythms. On the other hand, some very fine lyrics make excellent texts,
for instance Shakespeare’s incidental songs, the robust, simple verses of
Burns, most of Verlaine’s poetry, and notably Heine’s. The reason is that
all these poets imply as much as they speak; the form is frail, no matter
how artful (as it certainly is with Verlaine and Heine), the ideas it
conveys are not fully exploited, the feelings not dramatically built up as
they are in Goethe’s poems. All their potentialities are still there and are
emphasized by the ironically casual form. Consequently the poetic work
can dissolve again at the touch of an alien imaginative force, and the
beautiful, overcharged words—“My love is like a red, red rose”—or: “Les

61bid., Vol. 1, p. 272.
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ganglots longues des violons”—can motivate entirely new expressive forms,
musical instead of poetic.

This, above all, is what the text must do in all music that is based on
words. There is a musical form anciently known as the “air,” which
begins with a text, but takes from it chiefly the pattern of metric accents
to frame a simple, self-contained melody, which may be played without
words or sung to any verses that follow its meter. The folk song and
the hymn tune are examples of such abstractable vocal music. The air is
characteristically neither sad nor happy; but the way it can take such
specific coloring from the various words on which it may be carried shows
how closely sadness and happiness, exaltation and rage, contentment and
melancholy really resemble each other in essence. The same tune may
be a drinking song or a national anthem, a ballad or a ditty.” But even
where words may be freely varied, they are assimilated by the tune as
elements that make the music lighter or deeper, drive it forward or hold
it back, soften it or slow it. A folk song played without words may be
lovely, but it always sounds a little bit simple-minded. It is, in fact,
empty, incomplete. Consider the difference between hearing four stanzas
of such a song, e.g. “Maryborough s’en va-t-en guerre,” in a foreign lan-
guage, i.e. without being able to understand the words, and hearing the
tune played four times in succession on an instrument! The articulation
of the words, the element of utterance they contribute, is part of the
music, without any literary appeal. Francis Tovey, though I think he
never really distinguished the musically important function of the text
from its one-time literary functions, none the less recognized its active
responsibilities in song, when he wrote: “I have not yet had an oppor-
tunity of producing any vocal music without words, such as Medtner’s
Vocal Sonata or Debussy’s Sirenes, and so I have not gone into the in-
teresting questions that arise when the human voice thrusts all instru-
ments aside, as it inevitably does, only to disappoint the expectation of
human speech.”8

In so-called “art song,” there may be a conscious irony achieved when

7“The Star-Spangled Banner” appears first as an English drinking song. Thomas
Moore’s “Believe me, if all those endearing young charms” was written to an Irish

air, which was already serving, at the time, as “Fair Harvard.”
BOp. cit., Vol. V, “Vocal Music,” p. i.
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the same words are put to different musical phrases, e.g. in Schubert’s
“In griin will ich mich kleiden” (“With green will I bedeck me”), where
the words “Mein Schatz hat’s Griin so gern” (“My love’s so fond of
green”) appear in a bright, high phrase, to be immediately repeated in
a low and level one that follows like a somber undertone:
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Here the text is the unchanging factor that throws the contrast of the
two musically given moods into relief, and unites them in one reference.
But, whatever the particular function of the words, they normally enter
into the very matrix of the song.?
The fundamental principle of art which makes the transformation of
a poetic line into musical thought possible is briefly but clearly stated
in a little article by Mario Castelnuovo-Tedesco, wherein he says: “The
poem must have an ‘expressive core’; it should express a ‘state of soul.’
... It should express the ‘core’ in a perfect, simple and clear, and har-
monious form, but without too many words. A certain ‘margin’ should
be left for the music; from this point of view, an intimate and restrained
poem is preferable to a too sonorous and decorative one.
. When I find a poem that particularly interests me and arouses

my emotion, I commit it to memory. . . . After some time ... I sing it
quite naturally; the music is born. ... So much for the vocal part. But
in a song there is also the instrumental part. ... To produce it prop-

erly is a matter of finding the right atmosphere, the ‘background,’ the

¢There is a letter from Beethoven to his publishers, Breitkopf & Hirtel in
Leipzig, which bears testimony to this fact: “In the Chorus of the Oratorio ‘We
have beheld Him,” you have persisted, in spite of my note to adhere to the old
text, in adhering to the unfortunate alterations. Good heavens, do they believe in
Saxony that the word makes the music? If an unsuitable word can ruin this music,
which is certainly so, then one should be happy if one finds that words and music
are inseparable, and not try to improve them just because the words in themselves
are unpoetic.” Beethoven, op. cit., p. 82.
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environment that surrounds and develops the vocal line. . . . This some-
thing exists in the poetry too. I have already said that every poem-for-
music must have, above all, an ‘expressive core—which may be formed
of one or several fundamental elements—a core that provides the key
to the poem itself. It is this key, it is these elements, that one must dis-
cover and to which one must give utterance through almost ‘symbolic’
musical means.”10

The principle of assimilation, whereby one art “swallows” the prod-
ucts of another, not only establishes the relation of music to poetry, but
resolves the entire controversy about pure and impure music, the virtues
and vices of program music, the condemnation of opera as “hybrid,”
versus the ideal of the Gesamtkunstwerk.

There is no such thing as an “inferior” or “impure” kind of music.
There is only good or bad music. Of course there are different kinds—
vocal and instrumental, lyric and dramatic, secular and religious, naive
and cultivated—but no kind is “higher” or “purer” than any other. I
cannot agree at all with W. J. Henderson (whose book, What is Good
Music? seems to me a sort of musical etiquette book setting up a social
standard of good taste) when he says categorically: “Music unaccom-
panied by text is called absolute music, and this is surely the highest
form of the art.”’t Neither can I subscribe to the opinion of Paul Ber-
trand, that there are two opposed aims in music making, the one to create
form, the other to express feeling, and that the first is the ideal of “pure,”
the second of “dramatic” music.

“It is universally recognized,” says M. Bertrand, “that music, pre-
eminently the language of feeling, may be expressed in two very different
ways that are essentially distinct.

“Pure music aims above all else at the esthetic grouping of sounds;
having no direct recourse to poetry it expresses feeling only in a way
that is vague and general, undetermined by precision of language. Here
music holds sovereign sway. Having to suffice unto itself, it is compelled
to maintain, of itself alone, a balance of form calculated to satisfy the

10“Music and Poetry: Problems of a Song Writer,” Musical Quarterly, XXX,
no. 1 (January, 1944), 102-m. The phrase, “almost ‘symbolic’ musical means,”
indicates he knows the utterance is symbolic, but no definition of “symbol” fits
the character of a musical work, so he treats his expression as metaphorical.

uW. J. Henderson, What is Good Music?, p. 87.
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intellect at all times and consequently to sacrifice part of its intensity
of expression.

“Dramatic music, on the other hand, subordinates music to words,
gestures, actions, largely absolving it of all concern as regards balance
of form, seeing that poetry, the language of intellect, intervenes in direct
fashion, and music simply strengthens it by contributing all the power
of expression it can supply.

“These two terms therefore, pure music and dramatic music, do not
represent an arbitrary classification of musical productions, but two dif-
ferent—and to some extent opposite—conceptions of the role of music.

. . One of these two conceptions has always grown and developed at
the expense of the other.”2

This passage not only illustrates the popular confusion between
musical expression, which is formulation of feeling, and self-expression,
the catharsis of more or less inarticulate feeling, but also reveals the
inconsistency that vitiates a theory of music based on that confusion.
For if music be “preeminently the language of feeling,” as M. Bertrand
says, then why is not pure music purely such a language? Why should
the pre-eminent instrument, used alone, be able to express feeling “only
in a way that is vague and general”? And if its true function be to act
as a sensuous stimulus enhancing the emotionality of drama or poetry,
then why should it ever be composed into a mere “esthetic grouping of
sounds” to satisfy the intellect?

A theory that makes music appear as an art divided against itself,
doing by turns two essentially incommensurable, if not incompatible,
things, certainly does not go deep into its problems. The truth is, I think,
that the range of musical forms is enormous, as the diversity of vital
experiences is enormous, taking in flamboyant passions that can be pre-
sented only on a grand scale, and also the profound unspectacular emo-
tive life that demands subtle, intricate, self-contained symbols, intensive
and anything but vague, for its articulation. When music is strong and
free it can “swallow” and assimilate not only words, but even drama.
Dramatic actions, like the “poetic core,” become motivating centers of

12“Pure  Music and Dramatic Music,” Musical Quarterly, IX (1923), 545.
(Originally published in French in Le Minestrel, June, 1921, and translated by
Fred Roth well.)
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feeling, musical ideas. Mendelssohn, composing Goethe’s Walpurgisnacht,
wrote to the author: “When the Druid makes his sacrifice, and the whole
thing becomes so solemn and immeasurably great, one really doesn’t need
to make up any music for it, the music is so apparent in it already, it is
all full of the sound, and I have sung the verses to myself without think-
ing [about composing them]. ... I only hope that one will be able to
hear in my music how deeply the beauty of the words has moved me.”:8

The simple belief that all arts do the same thing in the same way,
only with different sensuous materials, has led most people to a serious
misconception concerning the relationship of music to poetry and drama.
The text, written in advance, certainly has literary form. If the pro-
cedures of the several arts were really analogous, a composer could only
translate that form into its musical equivalent. Then it would make sense
to say, as Henderson does, that operatic music “is governed absolutely
by the text.”3 4 But a shadow-like following of verse forms and literary
concepts does not produce a musical organism. Music must grow from
its own “commanding form.” Let Mendelssohn speak once more: “I can
conceive music [for a poem] only if I can conceive a mood that pro-
duces it; mere artfully arranged sounds that aptly follow the accent of
the words, forte on strong words and piano on mild ones, but without
really expressing anything, I have never been able to understand. Yet for
this poem I can’t imagine any other kind of music than this—not inten-
sive, integral, poetic, but accompanying, parallel, musical music; but I
don’t like that sort.”

The expression “musical music” is puzzling at first glance; it becomes
clear enough, however, by comparison with the previous term “poetic.”
The feeling of the poem must enter into the matrix itself. Music in
which the very gist of a poem has been incorporated is, I think, what
Mendelssohn meant by “poetic” music; specifically, music which does
not parallel the literary structure. A song conceived “poetically” sounds
not as the poem sounds, but as the poem feels; in the process of com-
position, individual words, images, and actions merely present oppor-
tunities for the development of the composer’s ideas. Details of story or
imagery that do not give such openings simply disappear in the new

13Felix Mendelssohn-Batholdy, Meisterbriefe, edited by Ernst Wolff, pp. 37-38.
40p cit., p. 86.
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creation; they may be present, but they are not discerned. What he called
“musical music,” on the other hand, is something independent of the
poem, externally similar in structure, but manufactured out of entirely
independent material to “match” the verses, which remain essentially
unchanged by it.

The measure of a good text, a good libretto, even a good subject for

music, is simply its transformability into music; and that depends on the
composer’s imagination. Thus Mozart, working on The Abduction from
the Serail, wrote to his father, who had found all sorts of fault with the
libretto: “As for Stephanie’s work, you are quite right, of course. . . .
I know well enough that his versification is not of the best; but it falls
in so well with my musical ideas (which are disporting themselves in
my head all in advance), that I can’t help liking it, and I am ready to
bet that in the performance of the work you won’t notice any short-
comings.”15

Because the text must be, first of all, an ingredient in the command-
ing form, the musical conception as a whole, a conscious collaboration
between poet and composer is not really as valuable as people are prone
to believe. Not that is it worthless; Mozart certainly availed himself
of Stephanie’s services in the course of his work,® and Beethoven, a
much less facile worker than Mozart, wrote an oratorio in a fortnight
with the ready aid of his librettist; yet he felt that the union of those
entirely subservient words with his music was a manage de convenance.
“For my part,” he wrote at that time, “I had rather compose even Homer,
Klopstock, Schiller. Though they present great difficulties to be over-
come, those immortal poets at least are worthy of one’s effort.”7

In view of the practice and comments of these great composers, Wag-
ner’s criticism, that the great fault of opera had always been the sub-
ordination of the dramatic elements to the whims, inclinations and tastes

5Albert Leitzmann, ed., Mozarts Briefe. Letter dated at Vienna, October 15.
1781.

16In another letter, again to his father, he wrote: “At the beginning of the third
act is a charming quintet or rather finale, but I would rather have this at the
close of the second act. In order to manage this, a great change has to be wrought,
an entirely new departure, and Stephanie is up to his ears in work.” Ibid., letter
dated Vienna, September 26, 1781.

70p. cit., letter to the Wiener Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde, dated January
25, 1824.
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the composer, whereas the drama should really predominate and the
-ysic be mere emotional expression accompanying it,’8 sounds oddly
eintless and unjustified. Odder yet is the practical effect of his resolu-
on to make music a mere means to enhance the action and lend it emo-
1 intensity. Mozart cut his scores ruthlessly wherever he felt that
or ensembles impeded the action, or, as he said, “made the scene
ow pale and cold, and very embarrassing for the other actors, who had
stand around”; but in Wagner’s operas, however exciting the music,
: the action drags interminably, and the actors stand around most of the
‘time. Above all, no opera is more unmistakably music and not drama.
,')ne may hear Wagner’s overtures, or Liebestod, or Feuerzauber, in many
B symphony concert; but has any theater company ever offered even his
r'best libretto, the Meistersinger, as a play without music? Would anyone
think of enacting Tristan as spoken tragedy? What holds for his play-
j wrighting holds also for his other non-musical efforts. The spectacle may
§::be ever so grand, the staging ever so ambitious (as in his day the re-
|,volving stage for Parsifal certainly was), Wagner’s theatrical inspira-
tion is not expert stagecraft; the libretto is never great poetry; the
scenery he demanded is no more great painting than any other, for scenery
is not pictorial art at all; in short, his music drama is not the GesammU
kunstwerk, the work-of-all-arts, which he had projected in theory, but
a work of music, like all the “reprehensible” operas that went before it.

This brings us back to the first great composer of opera who had pro-
posed to subordinate his music to the dramatic action: Gluck. He, too,
produced works essentially musical, though unlike Wagner he took fin-
ished plays for his librettos. But the play as such disappears in the great,
single, and truly dramatic movement of the music. Not only the emo-
tions of the personae dramatis, but the very sense of the action, the
scope of the subject, the feeling of the play as a whole, are elements in
the first musical conception. The music is “subordinated” only in the
sense of being motivated by the text.

There is a discerning little article by an author who calls himself “an

18Cf. Richard Wagner, Gesammelte Schriften und Dichtungen, Vol. 1ll, “Oper
u. Drama.” p. 231: “If, then. I declare that the error in the art-form of opera
lay in the fact that a means of expression (music) was treated as an end, and the

purpose of the expression (drama) as a means, I do so ... to combat the mis-
erable half-measures that infest our art and criticism.”
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amateur, who has long pursued musical interests via his instrument, and
sometimes in the realm of theory,” on the subject of Gluck’s dramatic
art. Emil Staiger, this modest amateur, conceives the significance of
Gluck’s project and its musical result in a way that makes his essay
a direct testimony to the principle of “assimilation” here discussed.®?

“Wagner employs music to elucidate the text psychologically and
philosophically,” says Staiger, “With this intent he develops his Leit-
motiv device, which permits him to follow every turn of the poetic phrase,
to allude to mythical or psychical circumstances and mention things
whereof his heroes are perhaps still unaware, or on which they keep dis-
creet silence. But the more Wagner’s music traffics with such details of
the text, the more is he in danger of losing the larger line. Indeed, the
‘Ring’ cycle, and even separate parts or acts of it, cannot really be appre-
hended as a unit except by intellectual reflection on the ideational struc-
ture. The great single span is missing in this musical epic. From the
depths of the soul his tones and figures arise, endowed with tremendous
magic—who could seriously deny that? But they fall back again with-
out support, and only rarely does the work exhibit any great forms.

“Not so Gluck! He too was possessed with a human interest, as much
as Wagner. . . . [But] his music seeks to represent his characters not
by a Leitmotiv—rather, one might say, through tonal relations—chiefly,
however, by means of something that really eludes description, a peculiar
tracing of musical lines, a sort of melodic profile, which remains un-
altered through all external changes. Thus Orpheus, in all his singing,
is [the embodiment of] great and noble sorrow, so controlled that even
his most moving lament occurs in a major key; and Eurydice is pure
chastity, as transparent almost as glass. And if, in comparison with
Wagner’s intricate psychology, this might be called primitive, we can
only say that in just this matter Gluck was guided by a truer dramatic
insight, which was lost to Wagner’s epoch as it is to ours, but which
demands the subordination of psychological interest, . . .

“Holderlin draws the comparison, somewhere, between the progress
of an ancient tragedy and the progress of a poetic verse. A verse has a
beginning, and sooner or later reaches a point of highest intonation.
Then it sinks back again and dies away. The Attic drama runs a similar

19See “Glucks Biihnentechnik,” in his Musik und Dichtung.
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course. . . . The poet begins with an agonized situation that cries for
its resolution. He intensifies the unbearable. He introduces scenes of rela-
tive calm and starts a further increase of feeling, till a crisis occurs and
the tension is swiftly or gradually resolved. The spectator is delighted
far more than he himself knows by the rhythmic sequence of scenes, the
wise meting-out of emotions, the great arc of passion that spans the
piece from beginning to end.”

This “great arc of passion,” rising from a troubled beginning to
sublime heights, and subsiding at last to a serene, final cadence, Staiger
finds in the very structure, the “commanding form,” of Gluck’s operas.
Gluck himself was so aware of its source in the Greek story, that he
credited Calzabigi with the lion’s share of his own works. But the librettos
are, after all, far from Greek tragedy in literary and dramatic power and
form. The “happy ending” of the Orpheus violates the myth so that as
a play it would be unbearable. Gluck, however, felt the spirit of the myth
even in the softened form. Just because he read it from the first as that
which his music was to make of it, to him it had form and beauty. In
reality, however, Staiger says quite truly: “To the composer it was given
to distribute the stresses, here to restrain the burst of passion, there to
strike with full force, and then, muting his tone, to descend from the
terrible height back to the level again. It was the composer who created
the new operatic art.”

And finally he states the secret of Gluck’s relation to the unfolding
plot:

. . He wished, as he said in the introduction to Alceste, that the
music should enhance the interest of the dramatic situation without in-
terrupting the action. Now we know what this means. It is not a matter
of satisfying the curiosity of the audience without interpolating musical
obstacles; the point is, not to lose the single span of feeling, the vast
rhythmic unity of the whole. . . .

“If we review [Gluck’s work] from this standpoint, his much-debated
dictum, that music should subserve the text, suddenly appears in a new
light. Although Gluck was determined to let his music play handmaiden
to the poetic work, he was not obliged for one moment to betray his
music, because from the very first moment he conceived drama itself,
the tragic art of the ancient Greeks, in the spirit of music, i.e. as an art
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that uses passions and mutually attuned characters and events to create
music”20

Now this is simply the principle of assimilation, whereby the words
of a poem, the biblical allusions in a cantata, the characters and events
in comedy or tragedy become musical elements when they are musically
used. If the composition is music at all, it is pure music, and not a hybrid
of two or more arts. The Gesamtkunstwerk is an impossibility, because
a work can exist in only one primary illusion, which every element must
serve to create, support, and develop. That is what happened to Wagner’s
operas in spite of himself: they are music, and what is left of his non-
musical importations that did not undergo a complete change into music,
is dross.

There remains one major question, perhaps to many minds the most
important: the purity or impurity, merit or demerit, of “program music.”
So much has been written for and against it that we shall do best, per-
haps, to cut across the familiar arguments, and apply the same measure
to the concept of the “program” as to all previous problematical con-
cepts. That measure lies in the fundamental question: “How does the
‘program’ affect the making, the perception, or the comprehension of the
musical piece as an expressive form?” The answer to this query reveals,
I think, the uses and misuses of the petit roman in their proper contrast.

Ever since music became an independent art, separate from intoned
speech and danced rhythms (and perhaps even before), there has been
melody obviously suggested by natural sounds or movements, that might
be called, in a general way, “program music.” The imitation of the
cuckoo’s cry in “Sumer is i-cumen in” is usually quoted as the oldest
instance we can recover. Then came the time of “musical hermeneutic”
when upward and downward movements of melodic phrases were inter-
preted as symbols of rising spirit and sinking spirit, respectively, i.e. of
joy and sorrow, life and death. Then semiquavers trembled, chromatics
mourned, arpeggios praised the Lord. In the age of Bach and Handel
such interpretations had become conventional enough to furnish a large
store of suggestions to the composer setting a text to music. And herein
lay the value of this decorous “tone painting”: it suggested musical
devices to be used in the most varied total forms and original contexts,

~°0Op. cit., pp. 29-37.
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-uch as the Bible offers its language for the most spontaneous and special
rayers. The devices were recognized melodic figures and rhythmic pat-
erns, and their general acceptance actually relieved the composer of any
obligation to imitate natural intonations and gestures. And furthermore,
Ivhile direct imitations are bound to the ideas they are supposed to con-
iyey, the traditional renderings are free musical elements; they may be
fused for purely creative purposes in the making of expressive forms not
motivated by any poetic text. Schweitzer’s contention, that Bach used
'certain musical figures regularly in conjunction with emotionally tinged
words like “death,” “joy,” “suffering,” “heaven,” and that those figures
"recurring in his purely instrumental music still carried the same poetic
connotations, so that his fugues and suites should be viewed as “poems”
translated into music,2! seems to me entirely unjustified. As Tovey said
of the fabric of musical gestures, obviously inspired by the words in
vocal music, “Bach took it for granted, and did not attach to it anything
like the importance it is apt to assume in the minds of readers who
learn of its rediscovery today. Good music was to him a thing that could
be used to any good new purpose, regardless of what its details may
have symbolized in their first setting.”22
Actually, the same figures that in religious cantatas accompany mortal
fear or self-abasement may be humorously used to connote sinuous worms
in Haydn’s Creation, and may occur in Mozart’s minuets where certainly
nobody is groveling at all. The words of the cantatas may have suggested
tonal renderings by their emotive values, but what it all comes to is that
those words, with all their religious or human significance, have been
assimilated by a purely musical form, the matrix of the cantata, from
which the rhythmic and melodic figures that are their characteristic set-
tings emerge with the same logic as the evolution of functional details
in an organism.
Such composition is not “program music,” but simply music. To a
genuine tonal imagination everything that sounds harbors the possibility
of tonal forms and may become a motif, and many silent things, too,
offer their rhythms as musical ideas. Anything is good out of which one
can make a theme, a passage, a movement: the cuckoo’s call that pro- **

21Schweitzer, /. S, Bach, Le musicien-poet.
**0p. cit., Vol. V, “Vocal Music,” p. 51.
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vides a canon, the bells that ring the bass of Musorgsky’s Easter music,
the heartbeat skillfully given to the violins (for much greater trans-
formation than tympani could make) in Mozart's Abduction from the
Serail; or ideas of dramatic action and passion. All such ideas motivate
the course of the music which develops by their suggestion. But it does
not imitate as closely as possible, approximating natural noises and
undramatized self-expression; for, as Mozart said, “Music must always
remain music.”23

Music must remain music, and everything else that enters in must
become music. That is, I think, the whole secret of “purity,” and the
only rule that determines what is or is not relevant. Music may be “repre-
sentational” in the sense of taking themes from bird songs and market-
place calls, hoofbeats or heartbeats, echo-effects, dripping waters, or the
motions of ships and machines. It may also “represent” the emotional
connotations of words by the devices familiar to Bach and Buxtehude,
or with less convention, the rise and fall of passions enacted on the stage.
But where music is really music, though ideas of things or situations may
underlie its forms, such ideas are never necessary to account for what
one hears, to give it unity, or—worst of all—to give it emotive value.

“Program music” in the strict sense is a modern vagary, the musical
counterpart of naturalism in the plastic arts. The source of its wide
popularity is that the unmusical can enjoy it, and in a mass-civilization,
where audiences number thousands instead of scores of listeners, the
majority are, of course, not really musical. Music affects most people,
but not necessarily as art; just as pictures activate almost everyone’s
imagination, but only clear and intuitive minds really understand the

23“The rage of Osmin is turned into comedy by the use of Turkish music.

. The aria, ‘So, by the beard of the prophet’ is in the same tempo, it is true
but with rapid notes, and since his anger is constantly heightened and it would
seem as if the aria were already ending, the Allegro assai must be most effective
in a totally different time and a different tonality, for a person who is in a violent
rage oversteps all bounds of order, moderation and sound purpose, he is beside
himself, and so the music too must know itself no more. But as passions, whether
violent or not, must never be expressed to the point of disgust and the music,
even in the most terrific situation, . . . must always remain music, therefore I
haven’t chosen a key totally unrelated to F [the key of the aria] but A minor,
a related key. Now the aria of Belmonte [is] in A major: ‘Oh how fearful, Oh
how passionate, you know how it is expressed, and the agitated beating of the
heart is indicated too, the violins in octaves.” (Leitzmann, op. cit., letter to Leopold
Mozart, dated Vienna, September 36, 1781.)
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vital import, while the average person reacts to the things depicted, and
turns away if he can find nothing to promote his discursive thoughts or
stimulate his actual emotions. A program reporting imaginary pranks,
listing the subjects of pictures in a gallery, or announcing that now
so-and-so does this, now he does that, like the radio broadcast of a game
or a fight, is a voice from the realm of actuality, even if its statements
are fanciful. If the “interpretation” correctly reviews the composer’s own
raw material, it brings it back as such, i.e. as material, untransformed,
unassimilated, to disturb the illusion of a flowing Time in which all feel-
ing takes audible form. Sometimes, however, the commentator does not
even furnish such workshop data, but retails merely what he himself
dreams about when he listens to the music, and invites the audience
officially to share a banal literary synopsis under the hypnotic influence
of sound.

All the arts exercise a certain hypnotism, but none so promptly and
patently as music. Something like it emanates from architectural works
like the great cathedrals, Greek temples, and some especially impressive
public places, such as museum halls that seem to enclose their treasures
in a completely harmonious world. Everything said or done in such places
seems to be augmented by the vastness of the living space and dramatized
by its atmosphere. The influence extends over things not belonging to
art at all. Architecture, however, can hypnotize the average person only
through its greatest effects, whereas music exerts this power at almost
all times. When one is half listening and thinking of something else, and
one’s emotions are engaged by the subject matter, they are enhanced by
the mere sensuous background of music. Where thought and feeling are
really determined by a problem under contemplation, the tonal forms
convey no ideas at all. The whole function of the music then is some-
thing that is always involved in artistic presentations of any sort—the
power of isolation. This is what makes mere “background music” facili-
tate some people’s unmusical thinking and heighten its emotional tone.
Because our ears are open to the whole world, and hearing, unlike see-
ing, requires no exclusive focus, aural impressions reach us without de-
manding our conscious attention. Perhaps that is why we can experience
the hypnotic influence of music and stop there—stop short of any sig-
nificant perception—in a way what we cannot do as readily with any
other art.
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Between real listening, which is actively thinking music, and not
listening at all, like the student who solves an algebraic problem while
the radio broadcasts a symphony, there is a twilight zone of musical
enjoyment where tonal perception is woven into daydreaming. This is
probably the most popular way of receiving music, for it is easy and
highly pleasurable, and aestheticians who regard any sort of pleasure as
the purpose of art, and any enjoyment therefore as tantamount to appre-
ciation, encourage the practice. Yet its effect on the musical mind is
questionable. To the entirely uninitiated hearer it may be an aid in
finding expressive forms at all, to extemporize an accompanying romance
and let the music express feelings accounted for by its scenes. But to the
competent it is a pitfall, because it obscures the full vital import of the
music noting only what comes handy for a purpose, and noting only what
expresses attitudes and emotions the listener was familiar with before.
It bars everything new or really interesting in a work, since what does
not fit the petit roman is passed over, and what does fit is the dreamer’s
own. Above all, it leads attention not to the music, but away from it
- via the music to something else that is essentially an indulgence. One
may spend a whole evening in this sort of dream, and carry nothing away
from it at all but the “tired businessman’s” relaxation—no musical in-
sight, no new feeling, and actually nothing heard.

The reason nothing really musical remains is that in the process of
daydreaming the music is assimilated to the dream, just as in song a
poem is “swallowed” by music, and in opera the drama meets this fate.
A dream is not a work of art, but it follows the same law; it is not art
because it is improvised for purely self-expressive ends, or for romantic
satisfaction, and has to meet no standards of coherence, organic form,
or more than personal interest. The result of listening to music in this
way is the free creativity that belongs to adolescence, when sentiment is
anchorless and demands prodigious amounts of fictive adventure. Perhaps
it is natural and proper to that age to use music, too, primarily as a road
to romance. But the whole process really takes one away from art in
the direction of sheer subjectivity.

Yet music truly heard and imaginatively grasped may be artistically
“used,” assimilated to works in other orders of illusion—“swallowed”
just as it may itself “swallow” poetry or drama. That is a different story,
which will engage us especially in the next chapter.



Chapter eleven

VIRTUAL POWERS

No art suffers more misunderstanding, sentimental judg-
ment, and mystical interpretation than the art of dancing. Its critical
literature, or worse yet its uncritical literature, pseudo-ethnological and
pseudo-aesthetic, makes weary reading. Yet this very confusion as to
what dancing is—what it expresses, what it creates, and how it is related
to the other arts, to the artist, and to the actual world—has a philosoph-
ical significance of its own. It stems from two fundamental sources: the
primary illusion, and the basic abstraction whereby the illusion is created
and shaped. The intuitive appreciation of dance is just as direct and
natural as the enjoyment of any other art, but to analyze the nature of
its artistic effects is peculiarly difficult, for reasons that will soon be
apparent; consequently there are numberless misleading theories about
what dancers do and what the doing signifies, which turn the beholder
away from simple intuitive understanding, and either make him atten-
tive to mechanics and acrobatics, or to personal charms and erotic de-
sires, or else make him look for pictures, stories, or music—anything to
which his thinking can attach with confidence.

The most widely accepted view is that the essence of dance is musical:
the dancer expresses in gesture what he feels as the emotional content
of the music which is the efficient and supporting cause of his dance. He
reacts as we all would if we were not inhibited; his dance is self-expres-
sion, and is beautiful because the stimulus is beautiful. He may really
be said to be “dancing the music.”

This view of dance as a gestural rendering of musical forms is not
merely a popular one, but is held by a great many dancers, and a few
—though, indeed, very few—musicians. The music critic who calls himself

169
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Jean DTTdine! has written, in his very provocative (not to say mad-
dening) little book, Uart et le geste: “The expressive gesticulation of an
orchestra conductor is simply a dance. ... All music is dance—all mel-
ody just a series of attitudes, poses.”? Jacques Dalcroze, too, who was a
musician and not a dancer by training, believed that dance could express
in bodily movement the same motion-patterns that music creates for the
ear.3 But as a rule it is the dancer, choreographer, or dance critic rather
than the musician who regards dance as a musical art.4 On the assump-
tion that all music could be thus “translated,” Fokine undertook to dance
Beethoven symphonies; Massine has done the same—both, apparently,
with indifferent success.

Alexander Sakharoff, in his Reflexions sur la musique et sur la danse,
carried the “musical” creed to its full length: “We—Clotilde Sakharoff
and I—do not dance to music, or with musical accompaniment, we dance

the music " He reiterates the point several times. The person who taught

him to dance not with music, but to dance the music itself, he says, was
Isadora Duncan.5 There can be no doubt that she regarded dance as the
visible incarnation of music—that for her there was no “dance music,”
but only pure music rendered as dance. Sakharoff remarked that many
critics maintained Isadora did not really understand the music she danced,
that she misinterpreted and violated it; he, on the contrary, found that
she understood it so perfectly that she could dare to make free interpre-
tations of it.>6 Now, paradoxically, I believe both Sakharoff and the critics
were right. Isadora did not understand the music musically, but for her

1Albert Cozanet,

2Uart et le geste, p. xiv.

3The best known exponent of this view is, of course, Jacques Dalcroze; but it
has received far more systematic statement by L. Bourgues and A. Denereaz, in La
musique et la vie Interieure, where we find: “Every musical piece establishes in
the organism of the listener a dynamogenic global rhythm, every instant of which
is a totality of all its dynamogenic factors, intensity, scope, duration, manner of
production, timbres, combined into simultaneous effects and reacting upon the
listener according to their succession.”” (P. 17.)

“If ‘cenesthetics’ is the soul of feeling, then Kkinesthetics is after all but the
‘soul of gesture.”” (P. 20.)

4See, for example, George Borodin, This Thing Called Ballet; Rudolf Sonner,
Musik und Tanz: vom Kulttanz zum Jazz.

6Reflexions sur la musique et sur la danse, p. 46.

*Ibid., p. 52.
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purposes she understood it perfectly; she knew what was balletic,” and
that was all she knew about it. In fact, it was so absolutely all she knew
that she thought it was all there was to know, and that what she danced
was really “the music.” Her musical taste as such was undeveloped—not
simply poor, but utterly unaccountable. She ranked Ethelbert Nevin's
“Narcissus” with Beethoven’s C# Minor Sonata, and Mendelssohn’s
“Spring Song” with some very good Chopin Etudes her mother played.

Isadora’s lack of musical judgment is interesting in view of the alleged
basic identity of music and dance (Sakharoff considers them “as closely
related as poetry and prose”—that is, two major forms of one art). Most
artists—as we had occasion to note before, in connection with the plastic
arts—are competent judges of works in any form and even any mode of
their own art: a painter usually has a true feeling for buildings and
statues, a pianist for vocal music from plain-song to opera, etc. But
dancers are not particularly discerning critics of music, and musicians
are very rarely even sympathetic to the dance. There are those, of course,
who write for ballet and undoubtedly understand it; but among the hosts
of musicians—composers and performers alike—the ones who have a natu-
ral proclivity for the dance are so few that it is hard to believe in the
twinship of the two arts.

The existence of an intimate relation—identity or near-identity—has
indeed been repudiated, vehemently denied, by some dancers and dance
enthusiasts who maintain—quite properly—that theirs is an independent
art; and those few defenders of the faith have even gone so far as to
claim that the world-old union of music and dance is a pure accident
or a matter of fashion. Frank Thiess, who has written a book of many
remarkable insights and judgments, lets his conviction that dance is not
a mode of musical art confuse him utterly about the balletic function of
music, which he deprecates as a mere “acoustically ornamented rhythm”
running parallel to the independent dance.8

There is another interpretation of dance, inspired by the classical

7“Balletic” is used here in its general sense of concerning dance, and not with
particular reference to the type of dance known as “ballet.” There is no accepted
English adjective from a word meaning “dance” that avoids false connotations; in
Merle Armitage’s admirable collection of essays, Modern Dance, the German word
“tdnzerisch” is translated by “dancistic” (p. 9), but the word sounds unnatural.

8Frank Thiess, Der Tanz als Kunstwerk, pp. 42-43.
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ballet, and therefore more generally accepted in the past than in our
day: that dance is one of the plastic arts, a spectacle of shifting pictures
or animated design, or even statues in motion. Such was the opinion of
the great choreographer Noverre who, of course, had never seen actual
moving pictures or mobile sculpture.9 Since these media have come into
existence, the difference between their products and dance is patent.
Calder’s balanced shapes, moved by the wind, define a truly sculptural
volume which they fill with a free and fascinating motion (I am think-
ing, in particular, of his “Lobster Pot and Fishtail” in the stair well of
the Museum of Modern Art in New York), but they certainly are not
dancing. The moving picture has been seriously likened to the dance on
the ground that both are “arts of movement”;i© yet the hypnotic influ-
ence of motion is really all they have in common (unless the film hap-
pens to be of a dance performance), and a peculiar psychological effect
is not the measure of an art form. A screenplay, a newsreel, a docu-
mentary film, has no artistic similarity to any sort of dance.

Neither musical rhythm nor physical movement is enough to en-
gender a dance. We speak of gnats “dancing” in the air, or balls “dancing”
on a fountain that tosses them; but in reality all such patterned motions
are dance motifs, not dances.

The same thing may be said of a third medium that has sometimes

9See his Lettres sur les arts imitateurs, reflections on the dance-plots appended
to Letter XXIV: “That which produces a picture in painting also produces a
picture in the dance: the effect of these two arts is similar; they both have the
same role to play, they must speak to the heart through the eyes . . . everything
that is used in dance is capable of forming pictures, and anything that can produce
a pictorial effect in painting may serve as a model for the dance, as also everything
that is rejected by the painter, must be likewise rejected by the ballet master.”
Compare also his Lettres sur la danse, et sur les ballets, Letter XIV: Pantomime
is a bolt which the great passions discharge; it is a multitude of lightning strokes
which succeed each other with rapidity; the scenes which result are their play,
they last but a moment and immediately give place to others.”

10Cf. Borodin, op. citp 56: “The basic materials of both the ballet and the
film are similar. Both depend upon the presentation of a picture in motion. . . .
Like the ballet, the film is pattern in movement, a sequence of pictures constantly
changing but presented according to an artistic plan—at least in its higher forms.
So, too, the ballet. It is, in fact, only that the idiom, 1“he turn of phrase, is dif-
ferent. The difference between ballet and film is very similar to that between two
languages having a common origin—as, for example, Italian and Spanish, or Dutch
and English. The foundations are almost the same in both cases but the develop-
ment has in each proceeded along different lines.”
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regarded as the basic element in dance: pantomime. According to
protagonists of this view, dancing is a dramatic art. And of course
have a widely accepted theory, namely that Greek drama arose
choric dance, to justify their approach. But if one looks candidly
the most elaborate pantomimic dance, it does not appear at all like
action of true drama;! one is far more tempted to doubt the ven-
ble origins of acting than to believe in the dramatic ideal of dance
ptions. For dance that begins in pantomime, as many religious dances
tends in the course of its subsequent history to become more balletic,
Ct more dramatic.” 2 Pantomime, like pure motion patterns, plastic
ages, and musical forms, is dance material, something that may be-
a balletic element, but the dance itself is something else.

The true relationship is well stated by Thiess, who regards panto-
Itnime itself as “a bastard of two different arts/” namely dance and
~comedy,3 but observes: “To conclude from this fact that it [pantomime]
is therefore condemned to eternal sterility, is to misapprehend the nature

of some highly important formative processes in art. .. A true dance
pantomime may indeed be evolved, purely within the proper confines of
the dance ... a pantomime that is based entirely, from the first measure

"Noverre, accused by certain critics of having violated the dramatic unities
of Greek themes in his dances, replied: “But suffice it to say that ballet is not
drama, that a production of this kind cannot be subjected to strict Aristotelian
rules. . . . These are the rules of my art; those of the drama are full of shackles;
far from conforming to them, I should avoid knowing anything about them, and
place myself above these laws that were never made for the dance.” (Lettres sur
les arts imitateurs, Reflection XXIV on the dance-plots, pp. 334-336.)

12Fvidence for this contention may be found in Sachs' World History of the
Dance, despite the fact that the author himself believes drama to have arisen from
dance that was built on a mythical or historical theme (see pp. 226, 227). In dis-
cussing the evolution of animal dances, he says: “From these examples we may
see that it has been the fate of the animal dance to grow continually away from
nature. The urge to compose the movements into a stylized dance, therefore to
make them less real, has taken more and more of the natural from the steps and
gestures.” (P. 84.)

1BCompare Isadora Duncan's comment: “Pantomime to me has never seemed
an art. Movement is lyrical and emotional expression, which can have nothing to
do with words and in pantomime, people substitute gestures for words, so that it
is neither the art of the dancer nor that of the actor, but falls between the two
m hopeless sterility.” (My Life, p. 33.)

1 also consider pantomime not a kind of art at all—but, rather, like myth and
fairy tale, a proto-artistic phenomenon that may serve as motif in many different
arts—painting, sculpture, drama, dance, film, etc.
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to the last, on the intrinsic law of the dance: the law of rhythmic mo-
tion.” As the first master of such truly balletic miming he names Rudolf
von Laban. “In his work,” he says, “as in pure music, the content of an
event disappears entirely behind its choreographic form. . . . Everything
becomes expression, gesture, thrall and liberation of bodies. And by the
skillful use of space and color, the balletic pantomime has been evolved,
which may underlie the ensemble dance of the future.”4

What, then, is dance? If it be an independent art, as indeed it seems
to be, it must have its own “primary illusion.” Rhythmic motion? That
is its actual process, not an illusion. The “primary illusion” of an art is
something created, and created at the first touch—in this case, with the
first motion, performed or even implied. The motion itself, as a physical
reality and therefore “material” in the art, must suffer transformation.
Into what?—'Thiess, in the passage just quoted, has given the answer:
“Everything becomes expression, gesture. . . . ”

All dance motion is gesture, or an element in the exhibition of ges-
ture—perhaps its mechanical contrast and foil, but always motivated by
the semblance of an expressive movement. Mary Wigman has said, some-
where : “A meaningless gesture is abhorrent to me.” Now a “meaningless
gesture” is really a contradiction in terms; but to the great dancer all
movement in dance was gesture-that was the only word; a mistake was
a “meaningless gesture.” The interesting point is that the statement itself
might just as well have been made by Isadora Duncan, by Laban, or by
Noverre. For, oddly enough, artists who hold the most fantastically
diverse theories as to what dancing is—a visible music, a succession of
pictures, an unspoken play—all recognize its gestic character. Gesture is
the basic abstraction whereby the dance illusion is made and organized.

Gesture is vital movement; to the one who performs it, it is known
very precisely as a kinetic experience, i.e. as action, and somewhat more
vaguely by sight, as an effect. To others it appears as a visible motion,
but not a motion of things, sliding or waving or rolling around—it is seen
and understood as vital movement. So it is always at once subjective
and objective, personal and public, willed (or evoked) and perceived.

In actual life gestures function as signals or symptoms of our desires,
intentions, expectations, demands, and feelings. Because they can be
consciously controlled, they may also be elaborated, just like vocal sounds,

14Thiess, op. at., np. 44-47.
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into a system of assigned and combinable symbols, a genuine discursive
language. People who do not understand each other’s speech always resort
to this simpler form of discourse to express propositions, questions, judg-
ments. But whether a gesture has linguistic meaning or not, it is always
spontaneously expressive, too, by virtue of its form: it is free and big,
or nervous and tight, quick or leisurely, etc., according to the psycho-
logical condition of the person who makes it. This self-expressive aspect
is akin to the tone of voice in speech.
Gesticulation, as part of our actual behavior, is not art. It is simply
vital movement. A squirrel, startled, sitting up with its paw against its
heart, makes a gesture, and a very expressive one at that. But there is
no art in its behavior. It is not dancing. Only when the movement that
was a genuine gesture in the squirrel is imagined, so it may be performed
apart from the squirrel’s momentary situation and mentality, it becomes
an artistic element, a possible dance-gesture. Then it becomes a free
symbolic form, which may be used to convey ideas of emotion, of aware-
ness and premonition, or may be combined with or incorporated in other
virtual gestures, to express other physical and mental tensions.
Every being that makes natural gestures is a center of vital force, and
its expressive movements are seen by others as signals of its will. But
virtual gestures are not signals, they are symbols of will. The spontane-
ously gestic character of dance motions is illusory, and the vital force
they express is illusory; the “powers” (i.e. centers of vital force) in
dance are created beings—created by the semblance gesture.
The primary illusion of dance is a virtual realm of PowTer—not actual,
physically exerted power, but appearances of influence and agency created
by virtual gesture.
In watching a collective dance—say, an artistically successful ballet
—one does not see people running around; one sees the dance driving
this way, drawn that way, gathering here, spreading there—fleeing, rest-
ing, rising, and so forth; and all the motion seems to spring from powers
beyond the performers.is In a pas de deux the two dancers appear to
15Compare Cyril W. Beaumont’s account of a rehearsal of the Alhambra Ballet:
“The pianist renders the theme of the movement . . . while the dancers perform
evolution after evolution which Nijinska controls and directs with dramatic ges-
tures of her arms. The dancers swirl into long, sinuous lines, melt into one throb-

bing mass, divide, form circles, revolve and then dash from sight.” (Published in
Fanfare, 1921, and quoted in the same author’s A Miscellany for Dancers, p. 167.)
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magnetize each other; the relation between them is more than a spatial
one, it is a relation of forces; but the forces they exercise, that seem
to be as physical as those which orient the compass needle toward its
pole, really do not exist physically at all. They are dance forces, virtual
powers.

The prototype of these purely apparent energies is not the “field of
forces” known to physics, but the subjective experience of volition and
free agency, and of reluctance to alien, compelling wills. The conscious-
ness of life, the sense of vital power, even of the power to receive impres-
sions, apprehend the environment, and meet changes, is our most im-
mediate self-consciousness. This is the feeling of power; and the play
of such “felt” energies is as different from any system of physical forces
as psychological time is from clock-time, and psychological space from
the space of geometry.

The widely popular doctrine that every work of art takes rise from
an emotion which agitates the artist, and which is directly “expressed”
in the work, may be found in the literature of every art. That is why
scholars delve into each famous artist's life history, to learn by dis-
cursive study what emotions he must have had while making this or that
piece, so that they may “understand” the message of the work.’® But
there are usually a few philosophical critics—sometimes artists themselves
—who realize that the feeling in a work of art is something the artist
conceived as he created the symbolic form to present it, rather than
something he was undergoing and involuntarily venting in an artistic
process. There is a Wordsworth who finds that poetry is not a symptom
of emotional stress, but an image of it—“emotion recollected in tran-
quillity” ; there is a Riemann who recognizes that music resembles feel-
ing, and is its objective symbol rather than its physiological effect;7 a
Mozart who knows from experience that emotional disturbance merely
interferes with artistic conception.!8 Only in the literature of the dance,

16Margaret H’'Doubler says explicitly; “The only true way of appreciating
works of art is by becoming familiar with the conditions and causes which p
them.” {Dance: A Creative Art Experience, p. 54.)
17A statement of Riemann’s attitude may be found quoted in New Key, p.
245 (Mentor ed., p. 199 n,).
18In a letter to his father (dated at Vienna, June 9, 1781), Mozart wrote: “I,
who must always be composing, need a clear mind and a quiet heart.” And on an-
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tlie claim to direct self-expression is very nearly unanimous. Not only
tJie sentimental Isadora, but such eminent theorists as Merle Armitage
and Rudolf von Laban, and scholars like Curt Sachs, besides countless
dancers judging introspectively, accept the naturalistic doctrine that dance
is a free discharge either of surplus energy or of emotional excitement.

Confronted with such evidence, one naturally is led to reconsider the
whole theory of art as symbolic form. Is dance an exception? Good
theories may have special cases, but not exceptions. Does the whole
philosophy break down? Does it simply not “work” in the case of dance,
and thereby reveal a fundamental weakness that was merely obscurable
in other contexts? Surely no one would have the temerity to claim that
aU the experts on a subject are wrong!

Now there is one curious circumstance, which points the way out of
this quandary: namely, that the really great experts—choreographers,
dancers, aestheticians, and historians—although explicitly they assert the
emotive-symptom thesis, implicitly contradict it when they talk about
any particular dance or any specified process. No one, to my knowledge,
has ever maintained that Pavlova’s rendering of slowly ebbing life in
“The Dying Swan” was most successful when she actually felt faint and
sick, or proposed to put Mary Wigman into the proper mood for her
tragic “Evening Dances” by giving her a piece of terrible news a few
minutes before she entered on the stage. A good ballet master, wanting
a ballerina to register dismay, might say: “Imagine that your boy-friend
has just eloped with your most trusted chum!” But he would not say,
with apparent seriousness, “Your boy-friend told me to tell you goodby
from him, he’s not coming to see you any more.” Or he might suggest
to a sylph rehearsing a “dance of joy” that she should fancy herself on
a vacation in California, amid palms and orange groves, but he prob-
ably would not remind her of an exciting engagement after the rehearsal,
because that would distract her from the dance, perhaps even to the
point of inducing false motions.

It is imagined feeling that governs the dance, not real emotional con-
ditions. If one passes over the spontaneous emotion theory with which
almost every modern book on the dance begins, one quickly comes to the

other occasion (July 27, 1782): “My heart is restless, my mind confused, how can
one think and work intelligently in such a state?”
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evidence for this contention. Dance gesture is not real gesture, but virtual.
The bodily movement, of course, is real enough; but what makes it
emotive gesture, i.e. its spontaneous origin in what Laban calls a £<feeling-
thought-motion,”9 is illusory, so the movement is “gesture” only within
the dance. It is actual movement, but virtual self-expression.

Herein, I think, lies the source of that peculiar contradiction which
haunts the theory of balletic art—the ideal of a behavior at once spon-
taneous and planned, an activity springing from personal passion but
somehow taking the form of a consummate artistic work, spontaneous,
emotional, but capable of repetition upon request. Merle Armitage, for
instance, says: “. . . Modern dance is a point of view, not a system.

. . The principle underlying this point of view is that emotional ex-

perience can express itself directly through movement. And as emotional
experience varies in each individual, so will the outer expression vary.
But form, complete and adequate, must be the starting point if the modern
dance as an art-form is to live”?0 How form can be the starting point
of a direct emotional reaction remains his secret. George Borodin defines
ballet as “the spontaneous expression of emotion through movement,
refined and lifted to the highest plane.”> But he does not explain what
lifts it, and why.

The antinomy is most striking in the excellent work of Curt Sachs,

A World History of the Dance, because the author understands, as few
theorists have done, the nature of the dance illusion—the illusion of
Powers, human, daemonic or impersonally magical, in a non-physical but
symbolically convincing “world”; indeed, he calls dancing “the vivid
representation of a world seen and imagined” (p. 3). Yet when he con-
siders the origins of the dance, he admits without hesitation that the
erotic displays of birds and the “spinning games” and vaguely rhythmic
group antics of apes (reported by Wolfgang Kohler with great reserve

19Rudolf von Laban, who constantly insists that gesture springs from ac
feeling (Cf. Welt des Tdnzers: Fiinf Gedankenreigen, especially p. 14), under-
stands nonetheless that dance begins in a conception of feeling, an apprehes
joy or sorrow and its expressive forms: “At a stroke, like lightning, unders
becomes plastic. Suddenly, from some single point, the germ of sorrow or
unfolds in a person. Conception is everything. All things evolve from the p
gesture, and find their resolution in it.”

20p. cit., p. vi.

20p. cit., p. xvi.
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.s to their interpretation) are genuine dances; and having been led so
easily to this premise, he passes to an equally ready conclusion: “The
dance of the animals, especially that of the anthropoid apes, proves that
the dance of men is in its beginnings a pleasurable motor reaction, a
game forcing excess energy into a rhythmic pattern” (p. 55).

The “proof” is, of course, no proof at all, but a mere suggestion; it
is at best a corroboration of the general principle discussed in Philosophy
' in a New Key, that the first ingredients of art are usually accidental
* forms found in the cultural environment, which appeal to the imagina-
tion as usable artistic elements.22 The sportive movements that are purely
casual among apes, the instinctive, but highly articulated and charac-
teristic display-gestures of birds, are obvious models for the dancer’s art.
So are the developed and recognized “correct” postures and gestures of
many practical skills—shooting, spear-throwing, wrestling, paddling, las-
sooing—and of games and gymnastics. Professor Sachs is aware of a
connection between such phenomena and genuine art forms, but does
not seem to realize—or at least, does not express—the momentousness of
the step from one to the other. Like John Dewey, he attributes the serious
performance of these play-gestures as dance, to the wish for a serious
purpose, a conscientious excuse for expending energy and skill.23 I have
countered Professor Dewey’s explanation elsewhere, and will not repeat
the argument here;24 suffice it to say that as soon as a characteristic
gesture is strikingly exhibited to someone who is not completely absorbed
in its practical purposee.g. the gestures of play and free exercise, that
have none—it becomes a gestic form, and like all articulate forms it
tends to assume symbolic functions. But a symbol-seeking mind (rather
than a purposive, practical one) must seize upon it.

The reason why the belief in the genuinely self-expressive nature of
dance gestures is so widely, if not universally, held is twofold: in the
first place, any movement the dancer performs is “gesture” in two dif-
ferent senses, which are systematically confused, and secondly, feeling
is variously involved in the several sorts of gesture, and its distinct func-
tions are not kept apart. The relationships among actual gestures and

22Cf, New Key, chap, ix, especially p. 248 (Mentor ed., p. 201).
230£. cit., p. 55.
MCf, New Key, pp. 156-158 (Mentor ed., pp. 127-128).
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virtual ones are really very complex, but perhaps a little patient analysis
will make them clear.

“Gesture” is defined in the dictionary as “expressive movement.” But
“expressive” has two alternative meanings (not to mention minor spe-
cializations) : it means either “self-expressive,” i.e. symptomatic of exist-
ing subjective conditions, or “logically expressive,” i.e. symbolic of a
concept, that may or may not refer to factually given conditions. A sign

often functions in both capacities, as symptom and symbol; spoken
words are quite normally “expressive” in both ways. They convey some-
thing the speaker is thinking about, and also betray that he is (or some-
times, that he is not!) entertaining the ideas in question, and to some
extent his further psycho-physical state.

The same is true of gesture: it may be either self-expressive, or log-
ically expressive, or both. It may indicate demands and intentions, as
when people signal to each other, or it may be conventionally symbolic,
like the deaf-mute language, but at the same time the manner in which
a gesture is performed usually indicates the performer’s state of mind;
it is nervous or calm, violent or gentle, etc. Or it may be purely self-
expressive, as speech may be pure exclamation.

Language is primarily symbolic and incidentally symptomatic ; ex-
clamation is relatively rare. Gesture, on the contrary, is far more im-
portant as an avenue of self-expression than as “word.” An expressive
word is one that formulates an idea clearly and aptly, but a highly expres-
sive gesture is usually taken to be one that reveals feeling or emotion.
It is spontaneous movement.

In the dance, the actual and virtual aspects of gesture are mingled
in complex ways. The movements, of course, are actual; they spring from
an intention, and are in this sense actual gestures; but they are not the
gestures they seem to be, because they seem to spring from feeling, as
indeed they do not. The dancer’s actual gestures are used to create a
semblance of self-expression, and are thereby transformed into virtual
spontaneous movement, or virtual gesture. The emotion in which such

gesture begins is virtual, a dance element, that turns the whole move-
ment into dance-gesture.

But what controls the performance of the actual movement? An actual
body-feeling, akin to that which controls the production of tones in
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if!:; musical performance—the final articulation of imagined feeling in its
apP*°Pr¥ate physical form. The conception of a feeling disposes the

dancer's body to symbolize it.
Virtual gesture may create the semblance of self-expression without
anchoring it in the actual personality, which, as the source only of the
; actual (non-spontaneous) gestures, disappears as they do in the dance.

; ! In its place is the created personality, a dance element which figures

tif: simply as a psychical, human or superhuman Being. It is this that is

;! expressing itself.

1it In the so-called “Modern Dance” the dancer seems to present his own

;[[j] emotions, i.e. the dance is a self-portrait of the artist. The created per-

sonality is given his name. But self-portraiture is a motif, and though

; ft it is the most popular motif of solo dancers today, and has become the

foundation of a whole school, it is no more indispensable to “creative

iij’ dancing” than any other motif. Quite as great dance may be achieved

by other devices, for instance by simulating necessary connection of
movements, i.e. mechanical unity of functions, as in Petroushka, or by
creating the semblance of alien control, the “marionette” motif in all
its varieties and derivatives. This latter device has had at least as great
r; a career as the semblance of personal feeling which is the guiding prin-
ciple of so-called “Modern Dance.” For the appearance of movement as
I[  gesture requires only its (apparent) emanation from a center of living
force; strangely enough, a mechanism “come to life” intensifies this
impression, perhaps by the internal contrast it presents. Similarly, the

J\\" mystic force that works by remote control, establishing its own subsid-

!': iary centers in the bodies of the dancers, is even more effectively visible

power than the naturalistic appearance of self-expression on the stage.
To keep virtual elements and actual materials separate is not easy
for anyone without philosophical training, and is hardest, perhaps, for
artists, to whom the created world is more immediately real and im-
portant than the factual world. It takes precision of thought not to con-
fuse an imagined feeling, or a precisely conceived emotion that is for-
mulated in a perceptible symbol, with a feeling or emotion actually
experienced in response to real events. Indeed, the very notion of feelings
and emotions not really felt, but only imagined, is strange to most people.
Yet there are such imaginary affects—in fact, there are several kinds:
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those which we imagine as our own; those which we impute to actual
people on the stage in drama or dance; those which are imputed to ficti-
tious characters in literature, or seem to characterize the beings por-
trayed in a picture or in sculpture, and are therefore part and parcel of
an illusory scene or an illusory self. And all these emotive contents are
different from the feelings, moods, or emotions, which are expressed in
the work of art as such, and constitute its “vital import”; for the import
of a symbol is not something illusory, but something actual that is re-
vealed, articulated, made manifest by the symbol. Everything illusory,
and every imagined factor (such as a feeling we imagine ourselves to
have) which supports the illusion, belongs to the symbolic form; the
feeling of the whole work is the “meaning” of the symbol, the reality
which the artist has found in the world and of which he wants to give
his fellow men a clear conception.

Imagined feelings, illusory emotive symptoms, and portrayals of sen-
tient subjects have long been recognized as ingredients in art. Konrad
Lange, some fifty years ago, called such feeling-elements Scheingefiihle,>s
But under this rubric he lumped all the different sorts of feeling—imag-
ined, simulated, portrayed—that go into a work of art, and interpreted
the reaction of the percipient as a process of “make-believe,” i.e. play-
fully treating the work as an actuality and pretending to experience the
feelings represented or suggested in it. The idea of presenting feeling
to our intellect through an artistic symbol was, of course, not conceiv-
able in the frame of Lange's genetic and utilitarian premises; the only
“message” a work could have was, from his standpoint, its thematic con-
tent, i.e. what it represented, and as the only epistemological issue was
the settlement of beliefs in terms of common-sense conception, the sole
relation between art and reality was that of sense datum and scientific
fact. Since a picture of a horse is obviously not a horse one can ride on,

2r>See Das Wesen der Kunst, which appeared in 1901. There is an essay |
Sittard, “Die Musik im Lichte der Illusions-Aesthetik” {Die Musik, 112, p. <
which is a serious contemporary review of that book; Sittard passes ove
sion of objects and events, and dwells on the notion of Scheingefiihle. “An
feeling,” he says, “is the real core of the aesthetic illusion.” (P. 244.) Afte
clear the difference between real and imagined feelings, he remarks: “T
of real greatness in an artist is, after all, the power of identifying himsel
every emotion, even one which is alien to him and in which he does not f

own being.”
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t-and a, still life of apples not something one can eat, belief could not

faccount for one’s interest in paintings and fictions; the only explanation,

: then, was a psychology of “make-believe,” or play, in which the knowl-

, edge that the “belief” was a pretense would make it possible to enjoy
even sad scenes and intrinsically undesired objects, as art lovers evi-
dently do.

The advance of epistemological thinking in the twentieth century is
strikingly attested by the difference between Lange’s naive treatment of
feeling-contents in art and the analysis made by Baensch in the article
“Kunst und Gefiihl,” quoted at some length in Chapter 3.26 Oddly enough,
while Lange missed the distinctions among feelings experienced and
feelings perceived, and classed them all as “experienced” with different
degrees of seriousness, Baensch missed the distinction between a feeling
itself, which is an actual biological event, and the concept of it, which
is an intellectual object, or meaning of a symbol; therefore he found
himself faced with the paradox of actually present feelings that nobody
was undergoing. The resulting philosophical quixotisms, and their dis-
appearance when art forms are taken as symbols instead of actualities,
have already been discussed, and merit no repetition. The salient point
is that in dance the basic abstraction itself involves a Scheingefiihl. Real
gesture springs from feeling (physical or psycho-physical); the semblance
of gesture, therefore, if it is made by means of actual movement, must
be a movement that seems to spring from feeling. But the feeling that
is implied in such an apparently spontaneous “gesture” is itself a created
dance element—a Scheingefiihl—and may even be attributed not to the
dancer, but to some natural or supernatural power expressing itself
through him. The conscious will that seems to motivate or animate him
may be imagined to lie beyond his person, which figures as a mere recep-
tacle or even momentary concentration of it (Laban’s “Ballung von
Tanzenergien”).

The almost universal confusion of self-expression with dance expres-
sion, personal emotion with balletic emotion, is easy enough to under-
stand if one considers the involved relations that dance really has to
feeling and its bodily symptoms. It is, furthermore, not only induced
by the popular conception of art as emotional catharsis, but is aggravated

29See pp. 19 ff.
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by another, equally serious and respected doctrine (which is, I think
untenable on many counts, though it is the theory held by Croce and
Bergson) namely that an artist gives us insight into actualities, that he
penetrates to the nature of individual things, and shows us the unique
character of such completely individual objects or persons. In so-called
“Modern Dance” the usual motif is a person expressing her or his feel-
ings. The absolutely individual essence to be revealed would, then, be
a human soul. The traditional doctrine of the soul as a true substance,
entirely unique, or individual, meets this theory of art more than half-
way ; and if the person whose joys and pains the dance represents is none
other than the dancer, the confusions between feeling shown and feeling
represented, symptom and symbol, motif and created image, are just
about inescapable.

The recognition of a true artistic illusion, a realm of “Powers,” wherein
purely imaginary beings from whom the vital force emanates shape a
whole world of dynamic forms by their magnet-like, psycho-physical
actions, lifts the concept of Dance out of all its theoretical entanglements
with music, painting, comedy and carnival or serious drama, and lets
one ask what belongs to dancing, and what does not. It determines, fur-
thermore, exactly how other arts are related to the ancient balletic art,
and explains why it is so ancient, why it has periods of degeneration,
why it is so closely linked with amusement, dressing-up, frivolity, on the
one hand and with religion, terror, mysticism and madness on the other.
Above all, it upholds the insight that dance, no matter how diverse its
phases and how multifarious, perhaps even undignified its uses, is un-
mistakably and essentially art, and performs the functions of art in
worship as in play.

If one approaches the literature of dancing in the light of this theory,
one finds the theory corroborated everywhere, even where an entirely
different conception of dance is explicitly professed. Implicitly there is
always the recognition of created dance forces, impersonal agencies, and
especially of controlled, rhythmicized, formally conceived gesture beget-
ting the illusion of emotions and wills in conflict. Writers who fill their
introductions or opening paragraphs with statements committing them
to a daily round of emotions enough to kill any normal person, and to
spontaneous exhibits of them on schedule, do not talk about any specific
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potions and feelings when they enter into discussion of specific dance
problems, but almost invariably speak of setting up tensions, exhibiting
forces, creating gestures that connote feelings or even thoughts. The
actual thoughts, memories, and sentiments that lie behind them are purely
personal symbols that may help the artistic conception, but do not ap-
pear. As Mary Wigman has put it: “How the dance experience manifests
itself to the individual may remain his own secret. The artistic achieve-
ment alone is the only valid testimony.”2?
It was this achievement which Arthur Michel, fully aware though he
was of the passionate personality behind it, described purely in terms
of dance forces, virtual tensions, virtual centers or “poles” of energy:
“To realize the human being as tension in space; that is, the dissolution
of the dancer into swaying movement discharging tension, was the idea,
the task, the aim of Mary Wigman. No one but a being so superbly and
demoniacally possessed, so stretched between heaven and hell as was
H Mary Wigman could ever have succeeded, in the dancistic sense, in em-
;. bodying human existence as tension within herself. Only such a person,
i perhaps, could have conceived the idea of creative dancing as the oscil-
lation of a human being between two external poles of tension, thus
transplanting the dancing body from the sensually existing sphere of
materialism and real space into the symbolic supersphere of tension
space.”28

“When she is dancing, her torso and limbs seem to be governed by
ii a power of nature acting after secret laws.”2%
I; “Mary Wigman’s dance creativeness more and more insistently de-

manded that the polarity of space tension be made visible by a second
I dancer, or by a group, in addition to its manifestation by a single

dancer.”80

“The dancing group is a personality, an aching, suffering creature
assailed by dance tension which drives it to struggle with a visible (or
invisible) partner. The chorus, on the contrary, is a dancistic mass. Its
movements are not the expression of what it is feeling individually. It
moves according to impersonal laws. It might be compared to some work
Of architecture come to life, moving, transforming itself from one shape

27“The New German Dance ” in Modern Dance, p. 22.
~“The Modem Dance in Germany,” Ibid, p. 5.
*>Ibid., p. 6. 80/W<f., p. 7.
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to another ... it is a space-shaping creation and recreation of this
form of body tension . . . architecture which, in its incessant change,
produces a spiritual atmosphere.”s!

Now obviously the group personality is not an actual creature suf-
fering attacks of anything; neither are the dancers of the chorus actually
a subhuman organic mass. All these entities are dance elements that
emerge from the interplay of virtual forces of “space tensions” and “body
tensions” and even less specific “dance tensions” created by music, lights,
decor, poetic suggestion, and what not.

The writings of the most thoughtful dancers are often hard to read
because they play so freely across the line between physical fact and
artistic significance. The complete identification of fact, symbol, and
import, which underlies all literal belief in myth,32 also besets the dis-
cursive thinking of artists, to such an extent that their philosophical
reflections are apt to be as confused as they are rich. To a careful reader
with ordinary common sense they sound nonsensical; to a person philo-
sophically trained they seem, by turns, affected or mystical, until he
discovers that they are mythical. Rudolf von Laban offers a perfect
instance: he has very clear ideas of what is created in dance, but the
relation of the created “tensions” to the physics of the actual world in-
volves him in a mystic metaphysics that is at best fanciful, and at worst
rapturously sentimental.33

The chief source of such abortive speculations is the failure to dis-
tinguish between what is actual and what is virtual in the making of
the symbol, and furthermore, between the “virtual” symbol itself and its
import, which refers us back to actuality. But this telescoping of sym-
bols and meanings, word and world, into one metaphysical entity is the
very hallmark of what Cassirer has termed “the mythical consciousness”;
and that is structurally the same as the artistic consciousness. It is meta-
phorical almost from first to last. But as one remembers that the state-
ments Laban makes about emotions refer to body feelings, physical
feelings that spring from the idea of an emotion and initiate symbolic
gestures which articulate this idea, and that his “emotional forces” are
semblances of physical or magical forces, one can turn his specious

p.9. 83Ct. op. cit.,passim.
82Cf. New Key, Chap. vi.
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physical account of the world and its energies into a description of the
illusory realm of “powers,” and then his analyses all make sense.34
Especially his treatment of objects as complexes of intersecting forces
in balletic spaces? is a piece of bold logical construction, for it lets one
conceive the entire world of dance as a field of virtual powers—there
are no actualities left in it at all, no untransformed materials, but only
elements, living Beings, centers of force, and their interplay.

The most important result, however, of recognizing the primary illu-
sion of dance and the basic abstraction—virtual spontaneous gesture—
that creates and fills and organizes it, is the new light this recognition
sheds on the status, the uses, and the history of dancing. All sorts of puz-
zling dance forms and practices, origins, connections with other arts, and
relations to religion and magic, become clear as soon as one conceives
the dance to be neither plastic art nor music, nor a presentation of story,
but a play of Powers made visible. From this standpoint one can under-
stand the ecstatic dance and the animal dance, the sentimental waltz
and the classical ballet, the mask and the mime and the orgiastic carnival,
as well as the solemn funeral round or the tragic dance of a Greek chorus.
Nothing can corroborate the theory of artistic illusion and expression
here advanced, so forcibly as an authoritative history of dancing, re-read
in the light of that theory; the following chapter, therefore, will present
at least a few significant facts, historical or current, to substantiate the
conception of dance as a complete and autonomous art, the creation
and organization of a realm of virtual Powers.

84Cf. op. citZweiter Reigen, where a pseudo-scientific discussion of physical
nature ends with the paragraph: “The tensions which we experience, suddenly,
everywhere, in motionlessness, in the sudden sensation of falling, of swinging, are
the sparks, the organic parts of a great, invisible, and for us perhaps terrifying
world, of which we are little aware.”

35Tension (Spannung) he describes as “a harmonious, simultaneous self-aware-
ness, self-perception, self-exploration, self-experiencing of the infinite transforma-
tions and potentialities of transformation in the world with relation to each other.”
After this heroic effort at cosmic definition, he continues: “From this universal
process arises something physically perceivable, a form of being which in this
work I call nucleation {Ballung). This nucleation arises, endures, expires and be-
gets by this play of tensions the impressions of Time, Space, Power, and the like.

“. .. Anucleation derived from the special modes of sympathetic vibrations
of the homogeneous infinite will be sensibly and coarsely received by the eye,
‘Sensibly/ that is to say, as ‘making sense.” Our experience interprets that phe-
nomenon as a space-filling nucleation, a Thing.” (P. 6.)



Chapter twelve

THE MAGIC CIRCLE

All forces that cannot be scientifically established and
measured must be regarded, from the philosophical standpoint, as illusory;
if, therefore, such forces appear to be part of our direct experience, they
are “virtual,” i.e. non-actual semblances. This applies to chthonic powers,
divine powers, fates and spells and all mystic agencies, the potency of
prayer, of will, of love and hate, and also the oft-assumed hypnotic power
of one’s mind over another (hereby, I do not mean to call in question
the phenomenon of hypnotizing a subject, but only the concept of a
psychical “force” emanating from the “master mind”).

The assumption of mysterious “powers,” or concentrations of forces
not theoretically calculable in mathematical terms, dominates all pre-
scientific imagination. The world picture of naive men naturally stems
from the pattern of subjective action and passion. Just as the envisage-
ment of spatial relations begins with what Poincar” called our “natural
geometry,” so the comprehension of dynamic relations starts from our
experience of effort and obstacle, conflict and victory or defeat. The
conception of “powers” in nature operating like impulses, and of force
inhering in things as strength is felt to be in the body, is an obvious one.
Yet it is a myth, built on the most primitive symbol—the body (just
as most of our descriptive language is based on the symbolism of head
and foot, leg and arm, mouth, neck, back, etc.: the “foothills” of a range,
the mountain’s “shoulder,” the “leg” of a triangle, the “bottleneck,” the
“headland,” etc.). This envisagement of the world as a realm of individ-
ual living forces, each a being with desires and purposes that bring it
into conflict with other teleologically directed powers, is really the key
idea of all mythical interpretations: the idea of the Spirit World.

Ernst Cassirer, in his voluminous writings on the evolution of sym-

iCompare supra Chap. 6, p. 91.
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bolic forms,2 has traced this principle of “spiritualizing” (which is not
really “anthropomorphizing,” since it affects the image of man himself
in strange ways) through the entire fabric of language, and has shown
how human minds thinking with words have built up their whole world
out of “powerS,” which are modeled on subjective feelings of potency.
Religion, history, politics, and even the traditional abstractions of phi-
losophy reflect this fundamental Weltanschauung which is incorporated
in language. The formulation engendered by the subjective model is really
a great metaphor, in which our “natural” conception of the world is
expressed; but where the human mind has only one symbol to represent
an idea, the symbol and its meaning are not separable, because there is
no other form in which the meaning could be thought and distinguished
from the symbol. Consequently the great metaphor is identified with its
meaning; the feelings of power that serve as symbols are attributed to
the reality symbolized, and the world appears as a realm of potent Beings.

This conception of nature characterizes what Cassirer calls the “mythic
consciousness.” But, as mythic thinking determines the form of language
and then is supported and furthered by language, so the progressive
articulation and sharpening of that supreme instrument ultimately breaks
the mythic mold; the gradual perfection of discursive form, which is
inherent in the syntax of language as metaphor is inherent in its vocab-
ulary, slowly begets a new mode of thought, the “scientific conscious-
ness,” which supersedes the mythic, to greater or lesser extent, in the
“common sense” of different persons and groups of persons. The shift
is probably never complete, but to the degree that it is effected, metaphor
is replaced by literal statement, and mythology gives way to science.3

The primitive phases of social development are entirely dominated
by the “mythic consciousness.” From earliest times, through the late
tribal stages, men live in a world of “Powers”—divine or semidivine
Beings, whose wills determine the courses of cosmic and human events.
Painting, sculpture, and literature, however archaic, show us these Powers
already fixed in visible or describable form, anthropomorphic or zoo-
morphic—a sacred bison, a sacred cow, a scarab, a Tiki, a Hermes or *8

2See especially Vols. I and II of Die Philosophie der symbolischen Formen;
also Sprache und Mythos (Language and Myth), and An Essay on Man, Part I,
passim, especially chap. 2, “A Clue to the Nature of Man: the Symbol.”

8Cf. his Substance and Function.
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Kore, finally an Apollo, Athena, Osiris, Christ—the God who has a pgy
sonal appearance even to the cut of his beard, a personal history of birth
death, and glorification, a symbolic cult, a poetic and musical liturgy
But in the first stages of imagination, no such definite forms embody
the terrible and fecund Powers that surround humanity. The first recog-
nition of them is through the feeling of personal power and will in the
human body and their first representation is through a bodily activity
which abstracts the sense of power from the practical experiences in
which that sense is usually an obscure factor. This activity is known as
“dancing.” The dance creates an image of nameless and even bodiless
Powers filling a complete, autonomous realm, a “world.” It is the first
presentation of the world as a realm of mystic forces.

This explains the early development of dance as a complete and even
sophisticated art form. Curt Sachs, in his compendious World History
of the Dance, remarks with some surprise; “Strange as it may sound-
since the Stone Age, the dance has taken on as little in the way of new
forms as of new content. The history of the creative dance takes place
in prehistory.”s Dance is, in fact, the most serious intellectual business
of savage life: it is the envisagement of a world beyond the spot and
the moment of one's animal existence, the first conception of life as a
whole—continuous, superpersonal life, punctuated by birth and death,
surrounded and fed by the rest of nature. From this point of view, the
prehistoric evolution of dancing does not appear strange at all. It is the
very process of religious thinking, which begets the conception of “Powers”
as it symbolizes them. To the “mythic consciousness” these creations are
realities, not symbols; they are not felt to be created by the dance at
all, but to be invoked, adjured, challenged, or placated, as the case may
be. The symbol of the world, the balletic realm of forces, is the world,
and dancing is the human spirit’s participation in it.

Yet the dancer’s world is a world transfigured, wakened to a special
kind of life. Sachs observes that the oldest dance form seems to be the
Reigen, or circle dance, which he takes to be a heritage from animal
ancestors.5 He regards it as a spontaneous expression of gaiety, non-

*\Vorld History of the Davce, p. 62.

5“The origins of human dancing . . . are not revealed to us either in
or prehistory. We must rather infer them from the dance of the apes:
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resentative and therefore “introvert/’ according to his (rather unfor-
“tanate) adaptation of categories borrowed from Jung’s dynamic psy-
chology* But the circle dance really symbolizes a most important reality
In the life of primitive men—the sacred realm, the magic circle. The
jleigen as a dance form has nothing to do with spontaneous prancing;
It fulfills a holy office, perhaps the first holy office of the dance—it
divides the sphere of holiness from that of profane existence. In this
way it creates the stage of the dance, which centers naturally in the altar
or its equivalent—the totem, the priest, the fire—or perhaps the slain
bear, or the dead chieftain to be consecrated.

In the magic circle all daemonic powers are loosed. The mundane
realm is excluded, and with it, very often, the restrictions and proprieties
that belong to it. Dr. Sachs has said quite truly that all dance is ecstatic
—the holy group dance, the vertiginous individual whirl dance, the erotic
couple dance. “In the ecstasy of the dance man bridges the chasm be-
tween this and the other world, to the realm of demons, spirits, and
God.” Sometimes the fight against powers of darkness is enacted in a
weapon dance with an invisible partner; sometimes military prowess is
represented as a clash of visible contestants. The virtue of weapons them-
selves may be celebrated by flinging, catching, twirling and flourishing
them. All vital and crucial activities have been sanctified by dance, as
in birth, puberty, marriage, death—planting and harvest, hunting, battle,
victory—seasons, gatherings, housewarmings. The occasions of such sacred
dances naturally led to pantomime illustrating the objects of desire or
fear; pantomime furnished new dance forms, often capable of great
elaboration; the elaborations required properties—costumes, implements,
lively circle dance about some tall, firmly fixed object must have come down to
man from his animal ancestors. We may therefore assume that the circle dance
was already a permanent possession of the Paleolithic culture, the first perceptible
stage of human civilization,” (Ibid., p. 208.)

Dr. Sachs certainly oversimplifies the problem of art and overestimates the
evidence (from Kohler) for the solution he accepts. We do not know that the
apes experience only lively fun as they trot around a post; perhaps some fickle
forerunner of mystical excitement awakens in them at that moment. Perhaps their
antics are merely playful. Perhaps the tendency to rhythmic tramping was set off
by Prof. Kohler’s example, and wTould never have developed in the jungle unless

they watched human dancers somewhere. We know too little to infer anything
from “the dance of the apes.”
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masks—and these in turn created dance characters, spirits and animals,
ghosts and gods, according to the conceptual stock in trade of the dancers.
The “Country Devil” of the Congo is a giant dance mask whose dread
habitat is a tree in the jungle, where it hangs between dances, at a safe
distance from the compound.” The “May Queen” of European tradition
is a dance personage, probably taking the place of a fertility goddess to
whom the dance was originally addressed. The secondary character of
the “King of the May,” sometimes crowned and exalted beside the queen,
suggests that the center of the whole ceremony may have been an erotic
couple dance, invoking the procreative forces in fields and vineyards and
flocks, or urging them along by “sympathetic magic.”

No matter what the dance is supposed to achieve, what dramatic or
ritualistic elements it embraces, its first move is always the creation of
a realm of virtual Power. “Ecstasy” is nothing else than the feeling of
entering such a realm. There are dance forms that serve mainly to sever
the bonds of actuality and establish the “otherworldly” atmosphere in
which illusory forces operate. Whirling and circling, gliding and skipping
and balancing are such basic gestures that seem to spring from the deepest
sources of feeling, the rhythms of physical life as such. Because they
present no ideas of things outside the organism, but only objectify vitality
itself, Dr. Sachs has designated these elements as “imageless,” and re-
gards them as the special stock in trade of “introvert” peoples. The
distinction between “introvert” and “extravert” dancers, measured by the
uses of “imageless dances” and “image dances” (miming) respectively,
goes through the whole book. But it never rests on any psychological
findings that prove the purely ecstatic dancers—dervishes, devil dancers,
contortionists—to be more introvert than (say) the maenads who enact
the death and resurrection of Dionysus, or to distinguish the mentality
of persons who dance on the village green in a simple ring from that of
the dancers who wind a “chain-dance,” borrowing their motif from the
process of weaving, or who wave outstretched hands to simulate birds
in flight. As he traces the history of “imageless dances,” they appear to
merge with dramatic pantomime; and conversely his account of imita-
tive gestures shows their choric development to be generally away from

According to a lecture by Pearl Primus, upon her return from Africa (winter
of 1949-50)
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giimicry, toward pure rhythmic and expressive gesture. In summary of
jils findings he notes this himself. “From these examples,” he says, “we
ipay see that it has been the fate of the animal dance to grow continually
away from nature. The urge to compose the movements into a stylized
dance, therefore to make them less real, has taken more and more of the
natural form from the steps and gestures. All too quickly the duck walk
becomes a simple squatting step. . ..

“On the other hand, perhaps motions of a purely individual motor
origin have been considered mimetic and animal-like and given a new
interpretation.”8
Reflecting on these facts, he makes a general observation that shows
the whole imitative business of art in what I consider its proper light

—as a guiding concept, or motif. “There are therefore in the animal dance
“exactly the same relationships,” he says, “which are familiar in the his-
‘tory of decoration: have we to deal with the abstraction and geometriza-
“tion of an animal theme or with the zoomorphic naturalization of an
abstract and geometric theme?” (Compare this remark with the reflec-
tions on design-motifs in Chapter 4: at once a fundamental relation be-
tween two very different arts becomes apparent, namely their strictly
0 similar use of natural forms.)
: Tl}'ef!'ﬁiistinction between extravert and introvert, representative and
non-representative dance, which becomes more and more tenuous through-

out the work, is really much less useful than the consideration of what
is created in the various kinds of dance, and what purposes, therefore,
the various rhythmic, mimetic, musical, acrobatic, or other elements
serve. What is created is the image of a world of vital forces, embodied
or disembodied; in the early stages of human thought when symbol and
import are apprehended as one reality, this image is the realm of holi-
ness; in later stages it is recognized as the work of art, the expressive
form which it really is. But in either case, the several dance elements

have essentially constructive functions. They have to establish, maintain,
and articulate the play of “Powers.” Masquerading and miming alone
cannot do this, any more than naturalistic representation of objects can
of itself create or shape pictorial space. But histrionic motifs assure the
illusion, the “dance ecstasy.” “It aims simply at ecstasy,” says Dr. Sachs,

*Op. cit., pp. 84-85.
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“or it takes over the form of the mystic circling, in which power jumps
across from those on the outside to the one on the inside or vice versa
... the people encircle the head of an enemy, the sacrificial buffalo, the
altar, the golden calf, the holy wafer, in order that the power of these
objects may flow across to them in some mysterious way.”9

Whatever motifs from actual life may enter into a dance, they are
rhythmicized and formalized by that very ingression. Within the Magic
Circle every action grows into balletic motion and accent: the lifting of
a child or of a grail, the imitations of beasts and birds, the kiss, the
war whoop. Free dance movement produces, above all (for the performer
as well as the spectator) the illusion of a conquest of gravity, i.e. free-
dom from the actual forces that are normally known and felt to control
the dancer’s body. Frank Thiess remarked this fact in his excellent book,
already quoted in the previous chapter. After some pertinent comments
on the excessive use of stretching, leaping, and balloon-bouncing tech-
niques in otherwise quite empty performances, “in which the ballerinas
seek to demonstrate that the earth’s gravitation has practically no hold
upon them,” he adds: “None the less, this demand for conquest of
gravity was based on a correct conception of the nature of dance; for
its main tendency is always to surmount the bonds of massive weight,
and lightness of movement is, perhaps, the cardinal demand one has to
make on a dancer. ... It is, after all, nothing but the conquest of
material resistance as such, and therefore is not a special phenomenon
at all in the realm of art. Consider the triumph of sculpture over the
stone, of painting over the flat surface, of poetry over language, etc. It
is, then, precisely the material with which any particular art has to
work that is to be overcome, and to a certain degree is to be rendered
no longer apparent.”’© Somewhat later, still in this connection, he desig-
nates the toe dance as “the frozen symbol of this ideal,” especially in-
tended to show that the body has lost nearly all its weight, so that it
can be supported by the tips of its toes. And here he adds a comment
significant for the theory of semblance: “In actuality,” he says, “the
toes are securely boxed, the support of the body is the instep. But that
is neither here nor there; the body is supposed to appear weightless,
and thus, from the artistic standpoint, to be so.”t

mid., p. 57. 10Der Tanz als Kunstwerk, p. 63. ubid., p. 67.
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Even the toe dance, so much despised by Isadora Duncan and by
the schools she inspired, is essentially creative, not athletic. The art of
dancing is a wider category than any particular conception that may
govern a tradition, a style, a sacred or secular use; wider than the cult
dance, the folk dance, the ballroom dance, the ballet, the modern “ex-
pressive dance.” Isadora, convinced that the exhibition of personal feel-
ing was the only legitimate theme for terpsichorean art, could not under-
stand her own reactions to the dancing of Kschinsky and Pavlova, which
captivated her despite her beliefs and ideals.

“I am an enemy of the Ballet,” she wrote, “which I consider a false
and preposterous art, in fact, outside the pale of all art. But it was
impossible not to applaud the fairylike figure of Kschinsky as she flitted
across the stage more like a lovely bird or butterfly than a human
being. . . . Some days later I received a visit from the lovely Pavlova;
and again I was presented with a box to see her in the ravishing Ballet
of Gisele. Although the movement of these dances was against every
artistic and human feeling, again I could not resist warmly applauding
the exquisite apparition of Pavlova as she floated over the stage that
evening.”12

How a ballet could be “ravishing,” in which every movement was
contrary to art and human feeling, was a problem that she evidently
did not pursue in her theoretical musings. Had she thought more deeply
about her own words, she might have found the answer, the key to the
loveliness of Kschinsky and Pavlova and their entire “false and pre-
posterous art,” and the very thing her own dance seems to have lacked
most grievously: the dancer as an apparition.

The play of virtual powers manifests itself in the motions of illusory
personages, whose passionate gestures fill the world they create—a re-
mote, rationally indescribable world in which forces seem to become
visible. But what makes them visible is not itself always visual; hear-
ing and kinesthesia support the rhythmic, moving image, to such an
extent that the dance illusion exists for the dancer as well as for the
spectators. In tribal society some dances include all persons present,
leaving no spectators at all. Now, a person dancing has visual impres-
sions, but never the actual impression of the performance as a whole.

2My Life, p. 164.
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A solitary dancer does not even see other members of some group

which he takes a part. Yet dance is essentially addressed to sight. I
know of no cult that practices dancing in total darkness, nor of any
accomplished dancer who is blind. Near darkness is often courted, but
precisely for its visual effects, the blurring and melting of forms, the
mystery of black spaces. Moonlight and firelight are used by primitive

dancers as artfully as footlights and colored spotlights by modern choreo-
graphers, except that the dance is brought to the light source, so to
speak, so that a given illumination is exploited, instead of bringing pre-
scribed light effects to bear on a performance for which they are de-
liberately invented.23

The solution to this difficulty lies in the realization that the basic
abstraction is virtual gesture, and that gesture is both a visible and a
muscular phenomenon, i.e. may be seen or felt. Conscious gesture is
essentially communication, like language. In total darkness it loses its
communicative character. If we commune with ourselves, we imagine
its visible character, and this, of course, we can do also in the dark;
but to a blind person conscious gesture is as artificial as speech to the
deaf. Our most direct knowledge of gestic expression is muscular feel-
ing, but its purpose is to be seen. Consequently the illusion of gesture

may be made in terms of visual or kinesthetic appearance; but where
only one sense is actually appealed to, the other must be satisfied by
implication. Because dance-gesture is symbolic, objectified, every dance
which is to have balletic significance primarily for the people engaged
in it is necessarily ecstatic. It must take the dancer “out of himself,”
and it may do this by an astounding variety of means: by the merest
suggestion of motion, when physical preparations have been made in
advance through drink, drugs, or fasting; by music at once monotonous
and exciting, such, for instance, as the dervishes listen to for a long period
before they arise; by strong musical and physical rhythms that enthrall
the dancer almost instantly in a romantic unrealism (this is the usual
technique of the secular “ballroom” dance); or—most primitive and
natural of all-by weaving the “magic circle” round the altar or the
deity, whereby every dancer is exalted at once to the status of a mystic.
His every motion becomes dance-gesture because he has become a spirit, 18

18This observation, too, was made by Pearl Primus after her visit to “the bush.”
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g dance-personage, which may be more or less than a man—more, if
the appeal of the tribe is concentrated in his particular performance;
less, if he simply merges his moving limbs with the greater movement
of the Reigen, and his mind with the vague and awful Presence that
fills the circle.

Every dancer sees the dance sufficiently to let his imagination grasp
It as a whole; and with his own body-feeling he understands the gestic
forms that are its interwoven, basic elements. He cannot see his own
form as such, but he knows his appearance—the lines described by his
body are implied in the shifts of his vision, even if he is dancing alone,
and are guaranteed by the rhythmic play of his muscles, the freedom
with which his impulses spend themselves in complete and intended
movements. He sees the world in which his body dances, and that is the
primary illusion of his work; in this closed realm he develops his ideas.

The dance in its pristine strength is completely creative. Powers be-
come apparent in a framework of space and time; but these dimensions,
like everything else in the balletic realm, are not actual. Just as spatial
phenomena in music are more like plastic space than like the spaces of
geometry or of geography,4 so in dance both space and time, as they
enter into the primary illusion, and occasionally appear in their own
right as secondary illusions, are always created elements, i.e. virtual
forms. Primitive dance makes its own realm, and assures its own dura-
tion, chiefly by the unbroken tension of its circling and shifting, its
acrobatic balances and rhythmic completion of movements.

The “body set” of the dancers, maintained by the ecstatic concen-
tration for great feats of leaping, whirling, stamping piston-like beats,
holds the time structure together, and the activity itself gives rise to the
tonal accompaniment that is at once a musical by-product and a strong
binding device. The Indian’s “how-how-how” is an integral part of the
war dance, as the fakir's hum is of his mystic actions. Sachs points
out that animal dances are quite naturally accompanied by sounds
reminiscent of the represented animal, and remarks: “The genuine ani-
mal dance has need of no other music.” The tonal element is a dance
activity, a means of filling and vitalizing the time frame of the per-

formance.

l4Compare supra Chap. 7, p. 117.
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Musical and pictorial effects, which have been widely and variously
regarded as the essence, the aim, or the controlling models of the
dancer’s art, seem rather to have been developed quite independently
of plastic arts or of harmony, as d”nce elements with structural, purely
balletic functions. Because of the complex nature of its primary illu-
sion-the appearance of Power—and of its basic abstraction—virtual
gesture, primitive dance holds a complete hegemony over all artistic
materials and devices, though without exploiting them beyond its own
needs. There are several dancers, and also aestheticians of the dance,
whose writings bear witness to the importance of terpsichorean space
and time, and to their essentially artistic, illusory nature, Hanns Hast-
ing, in a study entitled “Music for the Dance,” makes this telling ob-
servation: “When a dancer speaks of space, he does not only, nor even
principally mean actual space, but space which signifies something
immaterialistic, unreal, imaginary, which goes beyond the visible out-
lines of one or more gestures.”15

The real profundity, however, of the relationship among the arts by
virtue of their characteristic symbolic creations is attested by a passage
in Rudolf Sonner’s Musik und Tanz, where he says: “On lower cultural
levels, dance is a typical symbol of space, and begets an intense space-
experience. For there is, as yet, no place of worship save possibly a plotted
field (sacred grove), a holy ground. But from the moment when, by the
building of temples, a new, deep space-experience is created in terms of
another symbolism, dance as a [spatial] cult ceremony seems to be
superseded by the forces of architecture. . . .”16

The relation between dance and music is more obvious, and has been
studied far more exhaustively. Whether a dance is accompanied by
music or not, it always moves in musical time; the recognition of this
natural relation between the two arts underlies their universal affinity.
In highly ecstatic performances the temporal autonomy of the dance does

15In Modern Dance, p. 39. The passage goes on: “Out of this feeling springs a
need for musical forms which create the same musical space.” Although such em-
phasis on spatial values may sometimes be advantageous, I cannot agree with the
writer on the general principle of parallelism which he develops from this point
on. There is no reason why generally the space effect achieved in dance should be
duplicated by a similar secondary illusion in music.

16Musik und Tanz: vom Kulttanz zum Jazz. See p. 76.
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not require a very well-made musical fabric to emphasize and assure it;
fragments of song and the atonal beats of sticks or drums, mere punctua-
tions of sound, suffice. The bodily sensations of the dancers, merging
with sights and sounds, with the whole kaleidoscope of figures (frequently
masked) and mystic gestures, hold the great rhythm together. The in-
dividual dancer dances not so much with his fellows—they are all trans-
formed into dance-beings, or even into mere parts of a daemonic organism
—as he dances with the world; he dances with the music, with his own
voice, with his spear that balances in his hand as though by its own
power, with light, and rain, and earth.

But a new demand is made on the dance when it is to enthrall not
only its own performers, but a passive audience (rustic audiences that
furnish the music by singing and clapping are really participants; they
are not included here). The dance as a spectacle is generally regarded
as a product of degeneration, a secularized form of what is really a re-
ligious art.7 But it is really a natural development even within the
confines of the “mythic consciousness,” for dance magic may be pro-
jected to a spectator, to cure, purify, or initiate him. Tylor describes
a savage initiation ceremony in which the boys solemnly witnessed a dog
dance performed by the older men. Shamans, medicine men, witch doc-
tors and magicians commonly perform dances for their magical effects
not on the dancer, but on the awed spectators.

From the artistic standpoint this use of the dance is a great advance
over the purely ecstatic, because addressed to an audience the dance
becomes essentially and not only incidentally a spectacle, and thus finds
its true creative aim—to make the world of Powers visible. This aim
dictates all sorts of new techniques, because bodily experiences, muscular
tensions, momentum, the feelings of precarious balance or the impulsions
of unbalance, can no longer be counted on to give form and continuity
to the dance. Every such kinesthetic element must be replaced by visual,

7Cf. Rudolf Sonner, op. cit, p. 9: “In the last analysis dance always goes back
to a religious-ceremonial practical motive. Only in a late stage do dances descend
to a sphere of purely aesthetic hedonism, in which they lose all serious meaning,”

Also Curt Sachs, op. cit, p, 6: “As early as the Stone Age, dances became
works of art. As early as the Metal Ages, legend seizes the dance and raises it into
drama. But when in higher cultures it becomes art in the narrower sense, when

*t becomes a spectacle, when it seeks to influence men rather than spirits, then its
universal power is broken.”
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audible, or histrionic elements to create a comparable ecstatic illusion
for the audience. At this stage, the problems of the tribal or cult dance
are practically those of the modern ballet: to break the beholder’s sense
of actuality and set up the virtual image of a different world; to create
a play of forces that confronts the percipient, instead of engulfing him,
as it does when he is dancing, and his own activity is a major factor
in making the dance illusion.

The presence of an audience gives dance its artistic discipline; and
where this audience commands great respect, for instance where the
dancers perform to royal spectators, choreographic art soon becomes
a highly conscious, formalized, and expert presentation. It may, however,
still be religious; in the Orient it has never entirely lost its cult signifi-
cance, although its long tradition has brought it, by this time, to a state
of technical perfection and cultural sophistication that our own balletic
efforts cannot match, and indeed, our balletic thinking probably cannot
fathom. ‘Tn southeastern Asia,” says Dr. Sachs, “where the wrench dance
has moved into a more restricted province, the limbs are methodically
wrenched out of joint. . . .

“In Cambodia, as also in Burma, the arms and legs are bent at an
angle, the shoulder blades are pushed together, the abdomen is contracted,
and the body as a whole is in 'bit and brace position’. . . .

“There is a very conscious relationship to the puppet dance—where
according to absolute standards the dance as a high art has reached one
of its peaks—in the dances of the Sultan families of Java, and, somewhat
degenerated, in those of the Javanese professional dancers, who use the
former dances as a model. For the dance of living men and women on
the stage of Java and the presentation in pantomime on a white screen
of old hero stories by means of dolls cut out of leather, have stood for
centuries side by side stylistically and otherwise. . . . The Javanese
dance is almost in two dimensions, and since every limb of the body
must reveal itself complete and unforeshortened, it is incomparably ex-
pressive.”8

Such dancing is designed entirely to present a unified and complete
appearance to an audience. Yet the most theatrical dance may still have
religious connotations. “According to the strict Hindu view, dance with-

180p. citj pp. 45-46*
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out prayer is considered vulgar; he who witnesses it will be childless and
~ll be reincarnated in the body of an animal.”9

The most important effect of the passive audience on the history of
dancing is, I think, the separation of the dance as spectacle from the
dance as activity, and the consequent separate histories of these two dis-
tinct phases. From one we have derived the ballet, which is entirely a
professional affair, and from the other the social dance, which is almost
as completely an amateur pursuit. The tap dance and clog dance hold
an intermediate position; like the square dance, they are really folk art,
not wholly divorced from the village dance in which the audience par-
ticipates by singing, and sometimes clapping, stamping, or jigging. As
such they have really not developed under the influence of the passive
audience, but belong to a more primitive order. Perhaps this has some-
thing to do with their revival and popularity in our society, which bears
many marks of primitivism—fairly crude face painting, artificially altered
eyebrows, dyed finger- and toe-nails, etc.; a love of louder and louder
noises, music learned from savage peoples; a strong tendency to myth
and cult activity in political life, and a return to all-out, tribal soldiery
instead of the more specialized reliance on professional armies that had
allowed seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Europe to develop an essen-
tially civil culture.

Be that as it may, the separation of stage dancing from the purely
ecstatic took place long ago—probably much longer ago in some parts of
Asia than in Europe—and ever since this schism, the two kinds of dance
have followed different lines of development, and each has been affected
in its own way by the great trauma that Western civilization has of
necessity inflicted on all the arts—secularization.

Why, without motives of worship or magic-making, did people go on
dancing at all? Because the image of Powers is still, in some sense, a
world image to them. To the “mythic consciousness” it presents reality,
nature; to a secular mind it shows a romantic world; to the knowing
psychologist this is the infantile “world” of spontaneous, irresponsible
reactions, wish-potency, freedom—the dream world. The eternal popu-
larity of dance lies in its ecstatic function, today as in earliest times;
but instead of transporting the dancers from a profane to a sacred state,

YIbid., p. 223.
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it now transports them from what they acknowledge as “reality” to a
realm of romance. There are quite genuine “virtual powers” created even
in social dance; artistically they may be trivial—merely the magnetic
forces that unite a group, most simply a couple, of dancers, and the
powers of rhythm, that “carry” the body through space with seemingly
less than its usual requirement of effort—but they are convincing. For
this reason even social dancing is intrinsically art, though it does not
achieve more than elementary forms before it is put to non-artistic uses
—delusion, self-deception, escape. The dream world is essentially a fabric
of erotic forces. Often the dance technique serves merely to set up its
primary illusion of free, non-physical powers, so that a daydream may
be “started” by the dancer’s ecstatic removal from actuality, and after
that the dance becomes confused and makes way for self-expression pure
and simple. Dancing which ends in making actual indecent passes at the
girl, like the Bavarian Schuhplattler, in hugging and kissing, as the early
waltz usually did, or even quite innocently in a game of genuine com-
petition-trying to catch a ring, trying to escape from a circle, etc—such
dancing is merely instrumental. Its creativity is the lowest possible, and
as soon as it has served a practical purpose the dance itself collapses.

But this is an extreme picture of the degeneration of dance due to
secularization. Its normal fate is simply the shift from religious to ro-
mantic uses. Undoubtedly the artistic virtues of some religiously ecstatic
dances, practiced year in, year out by dancing sects, are no greater than
those of the saraband, the minuet, the waltz, or the tango. In fact, the
divine Powers contacted in traditional mystic dancing are often but
vaguely distinguishable from the erotic forces, the bonds of love and the
communing selves, or the freedom from gravity, which enthusiastic ball-
room dancers experience.

The most important, from the balletic standpoint, is the last—the
sense of freedom from gravity. This ingredient in the dance illusion is
untouched by the shift from cult values to entertainment values. It is
a direct and forceful effect of rhythmicized gesture, enhanced by the
stretched posture that not only reduces the friction surfaces of the foot,
but also restricts all natural bodily motions—the free use of arms and
shoulders, the unconscious turnings of the trunk, and especially the auto-
matic responses of the leg muscles in locomotion—and thereby produces
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a new body-feeling, in which every muscular tension registers itself as
something kinestheticaliy new, peculiar to the dance. In a body so dis-
posed, no movement is automatic; if any action goes forward spontane-
ously, it is induced by the rhythm set up in imagination, and prefigured
in the first, intentional acts, and not by practical habit. In a person with
a penchant for the dance, this body-feeling is intense and complete, in-
volving every voluntary muscle, to the fingertips, the throat, the eyelids.
It is the sense of virtuosity, akin to the sense of articulation that marks
the talented performer of music. The dancer's body is ready for rhythm.

The rhythm that is to turn every movement into gesture, and the
dancer himself into a creature liberated from the usual bonds of gravi-
tation and muscular inertia, is most readily established by music. In
the highly serious, invocative, religious dance, the music often had to
establish a complete trance before the dancers moved; but in the secular
pleasure-dance the illusion to be created is so elementary, the gesture
pattern so simple, that a mere metric rhythm is usually enough to activate
the performers. Two bars, four bars, the feet begin to tap, the partners
to conjoin their motions, and the ecstasy builds up in repetition, varia-
tion, and elaboration, supported by a pulse beat of sound more felt than
heard.

Popular dancing so motivated, carried on in a spirit of romance,
escape, relief from the burden of actuality, without any spiritually stren-
uous achievement—that is to say, the erotic and entertaining pleasure-
dance—has begotten a corresponding genre of musical composition, orig-
inally intended merely as part of the dance: the whole literature of “dance
music." This in turn has produced musical forms which are independent,
today, of that original connection: the suite, sonata, and symphony. Even
the waltz, the tango, the rumba, have suggested works of music that are
not really intended to be danced.2° But such developments are musical
events, not balletic. The dance, in relation to the concert suite that begins
with an intrata and ends with a gigue, serves as a musical motif, which
is fairly well dropped by the time Haydn takes the sonata in hand. Real
“dance music" is a different thing, and every age has its harvest of it
—music expressly fashioned to be “swallowed" by the simple, entranc-

20A study of this influence of dance on the history of music may be found in
Evelyn Porter’s Music Through the Dance.
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ing, but ephemeral, amateur dance of the ballroom. Usually it is artis-
tically as negligible as the romantic creations it serves. But here—as in
all the labyrinthine byways of art—a piece of music so conceived may be
a work of true art. And then it does something to the dance, as soon as
it comes to the ears of a gifted dancer; for the social dance, too, has
all the possibilities of serious art. There is no theoretical limit to the
expressiveness of the Exhibition Dance. Its one requirement for objec-
tive significance and beauty is—balletic genius.

To make the dance a work of art requires that translation of kines-
thetic experience into visual and audible elements, which I mentioned
above as the artistic discipline imposed by the presence of passive spec-
tators. The dancer, or dancers, must transform the stage for the audi-
ence as well as for themselves into an autonomous, complete, virtual
realm, and all motions into a play of visible forces in unbroken, virtual
time, without effecting either a work of plastic art or of “melos.” Both
space and time, as perceptible factors, disappear almost entirely in the
dance illusion, serving to beget the appearance of interacting powers
rather than to be themselves apparent. That is to say, music must be
swallowed by movement, while color, pictorial composition, costume, decor
—all the really plastic elements—become the frame and foil of gesture.
The sudden effects of pure time or perfect space that sometimes occur
are almost immediately merged again into the life of the dance.

The primary illusion of dance is a peculiarly rich experience, just as
immediate as that of music or of the plastic arts, but more complex.
Both space and time are implicitly created with it. Story runs through
it like a thread, without linking it at all to literature; impersonation and
miming are often systematically involved in its basic abstraction, virtual
gesture, but dance pantomime is not drama; the mummery of masks and
costumes, to which its thematic gestures belong, is depersonalizing rather
than humanly interesting. Dance, the art of the Stone Age, the art of
primitive life par excellence, holds a hegemony over all art materials.

Yet like all art it can harbor no raw material, no things or facts, in
its illusory world. The virtual form must be organic and autonomous

and divorced from actuality. Whatever enters into it does so in radical
artistic transformation: its space is plastic, its time is musical, its themes
are fantasy, its actions symbolic. This accounts, I think, for the many
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- iflie essence of dance. Every one of its secondary illusions has been hailed

&

' 33 the true key to its nature, assimilating the whole phenomenon of dance

to the realm wherein the given illusion is primary; dance has been called
an art sPace> an at of time, 2 kind of poetry, a kind of drama.2t But
It is none of those things, nor is it the mother of any other arts—not
oven drama, as I think a study of dramatic creation will presently show.22

As a rule, the dancers who take dance motion to be essentially musical
are those who think mainly in terms of the solo dance, and are not quite
weaned away from the subjective, kinesthetic experience of dance forms
as the full apprehension of them. Musical rhythm enters somewhat more
directly and insistently into the kinesthetic perception of one’s own ges-
tures than into the objective perception of gestures performed by others,
no matter how well the music is used in the latter case. On the other
hand, those who regard dance as an art of space are usually the true
stage dancers and masters of ballet. Yet both parties are misled by their
awareness of secondary illusions, which are really devices that support
the total creation or enhance its expressiveness.

In the possibility of such passing artistic effects, which really suggest,
for the moment, an excursion into some different realm of art, lies the
due to one of the deepest relations among the great art genders—the
kinship of their primary illusions. This relation, however, is always kin-
ship and not identity, so that two radically distinct orders never merge;
a work never belongs to more than one realm, and it always establishes
that one completely and immediately, as its very substance. But the dis-
tinct appearance of a simpler illusion, e.g. pure space or pure time, in
the context of the more complex illusion of dance or of literature,2® often
effects a sudden revelation of emotive import by stressing a formal aspect
and abstracting it, which makes its feeling-content apparent. The same
emphasis is sometimes achieved by passing momentarily to another mode
of the primary illusion; Sullivan remarked that sculptural decoration in
architecture serves for the intensification of feeling 24 and D. G. James,

2ICf. Chap. 11, especially pp. 169-172.

22See below, Chap. 17.

28The reader is referred to the next chapter for an account of the literary

illusion.
24Kindergarten Chats, P. 188.
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in Skepticism and Poetry, claims that each one of Shakespeare's central
characters achieves a “depersonalization of feeling” in a lyrical passage,
which is really the apotheosis of the play.2s

In the dance, the rich fabric of its primary illusion confuses the
theorist, but to the creative artist everything is part of his dance that
can serve to make the semblance of psychic and mystic Powers an image

of the “powers” directly felt in all organic life, physical or mental, active
or passive. “Strong and convincing art,” said Mary Wigman, “has never
arisen from theories. It has always grown organically. Its carriers and
supporters have been those few creative natures for whom a path of work
has been determined by destiny.”26

Today, in our secular culture, those artists are the dancers of the

stage, of the Russian ballet and its derivatives, of the various schools of
“Modern Dance,” and occasionally of the revue, when some number in
its potpourri of good and bad entertainment rises to unscheduled heights,
through the inadvertent engagement of a genius. The work of dance com-

position is as clear and constructive, as imaginative and as contrived as
any plastic or musical composition; it springs from an idea of feeling,

a matrix of symbolic form, and grows organically like every other work
of art. It is curious to compare the further wrords of Mary Wigman, in
the essay from which I have just quoted, with the testimonies of musi-

cians?7 on the creative process:

“All dance construction arises from the dance experience which the
performer is destined to incarnate and which gives his creation its true
stamp. The experience shapes the kernel, the basic accord of his dance
existence around which all else crystallizes. Each creative person carries
with him his own characteristic theme. It is waiting to be aroused through
experience and completes itself during one whole creative cycle in mani-
fold radiations, variations and transformations.”28

The substance of such dance creation is the same Powder that en-
chanted ancient caves and forests, but today we invoke it with full
knowledge of its illusory status, and therefore with wholly artistic in-

25Skepticism and Poetry, p. 118.

26“The New German Dance,” in Modern Dance, p. 20.
27See Chap. 8.

80p._citp. 21.
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tent. The realm of magic around the altar was broken, inevitably and
properly, by the growth of the human mind from mythic conception to
philosophical and scientific thought. The dance, that most sacred instru-
ment of sorcery, worship, and prayer, bereft of its high office, suffered
the degeneration of all cast-off rituals into irrational custom or social
play. But it has left us the legacy of its great illusions, and with them
the challenge to an artistic imagination no longer dependent on delu-
sions for its motive powers. Once more human beings dance with high
seriousness and fervor; the temple dance and the rain dance were never
more reverent than the work of our devout artists.

Serious dance is very ancient, but as art it is relatively new, except
possibly in some old Asiatic cultures. And as art it creates the image
of that pulsating organic life which formerly it was expected to give and
sustain. “The image which has assumed form gives evidence of the pri-
mary vision conceived through the inner experience. That creation will
ever be the most pure and forceful in its effect, in which the most minute
detail speaks of the vibrating, animated unity which called forth the
idea. The shape of the individual’s inner experience . . . will also have
the unique, magnetic power of transmission which makes it possible to
draw other persons, the participating spectators, into the magic circle
of creation.”29

29/6id., p. 23.



Chapter thirteen

POESIS

Literature is one of the great arts, and is more Widely
taught and studied than any other, yet its artistic character is more often
avowed than really discerned and respected. The reason why Jite- ere
is a standard academic pursuit lies in the very fact that one can eat
it as something else than art. Since iu noinial mctLenai is language. ...ati
language is, after all, the medium of discourse, it is always possim to
look at a literary work as an assertion of facts and opinions, that r as
a piece of discursive symbolism functioning in the usual communicative
way. This deceptive aspect of verbal art has made “literature” or of
our principal examination subjects, whereas the study of other at is
generally deemed to require special inclination or talent and is ther”ore
left to the student’s choice.

Whole libraries of books have been written on the principles vl ht-
erary art, because the intellectual approach which is natural to sch a
makes those principles at once very intriguing and verycontourm
The significance of any piece of literature must lie, supposedly, in
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