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1 What is consciousness for.

Keith Frankish

From the moment we wake we are bombarded with stimuli. Electromagnetic radiation floods 
our eyes, pressure waves hit our ears, surfaces press against our skins, molecules adhere to 
the membranes of our noses and tongues. Our sense organs react, sending nerve impulses to 
our brains, where they trigger waves of neural activity, which may culminate in motor 
commands to our muscles (shielding our eyes from the light, for example). But something 
else happens, too. We have conscious experiences. We see a bright light, hear a scream, feel 
the roughness of a surface. There is something it is like to detect the stimuli; each experience 
has a distinctive qualitative aspect -- a quale in philosopher’s jargon (plural qualia). Such 
experiences constitute what we call consciousness. But what is consciousness for? What do 
qualia do?

This may seem an odd question. The answer, surely, is that qualia carry information about the
world. A red visual sensation tells us there is something red present; an acrid smell tells us 
something is burning; a pain tells us our body is damaged. There’s a problem, however. For 
we could get this information without qualia. Engineers build robots with computer vision 
systems that can detect and classify colours, shapes, and movements with considerable 
accuracy. They don’t need to give the robots qualia. Indeed, sometimes we behave in a 
robotic way ourselves. Most drivers have had the experience of driving absentmindedly, 
without paying attention to the road. Yet during these spells we must still be taking in visual 
information or we would crash. Or consider blindsight, a condition discovered in the 1970s 
by the psychologist Nicholas Humphrey. Humphrey studied a macaque monkey, Helen, 
whose primary visual cortex had been surgically removed. By the usual tests Helen was 
blind, but Humphrey discovered that, with encouragement, she could detect a range of visual 
stimuli, and in time she was able to interact with her surroundings almost as if fully sighted. 
(See a video of Helen and read Humphrey’s report.) Blindsight has been discovered in 
humans too, and the patients confirm that, though they can accurately ‘guess’ shapes and 
colours, they have no conscious visual sensations.

It appears, then, that the brain can do the work of perception without qualia. So, again, what 
is consciousness for? In his 2011 book Soul Dust, Humphrey proposes a novel idea. He 
argues that consciousness enriches life. It doesn’t add information; it adds interests and goals.
Qualia are wonderful, magical things, and conscious creatures enjoy having them. They relish
their sensations, and this relish gives them a deeper interest in their own existence. They also 
project qualia onto their surroundings and take a deeper interest in them too; and they come 
to think of themselves as having a self, which is of great importance to them. These 



developments, Humphrey argues, have great survival value and explain why evolution 
equipped us with consciousness. (Watch Humphrey talking about these ideas.) 

This may be just the change of perspective we need to understand consciousness. There’s a 
catch, however. For qualia are very strange things; they are utterly unlike any properties 
known to the physical sciences, and many philosophers argue that they are nonphysical. But 
there is good reason to think that everything that happens in the physical world has a physical
cause. Since we are part of the physical world, this means that if qualia are nonphysical, they 
cannot affect us. Humphrey’s proposal threatens to be self-defeating. Qualia enrich life 
because they are magical; yet because they are magical they can’t affect us and enrich life!

There’s a possible way out of this, which Humphrey himself adopts. It involves another 
radical idea. Maybe qualia are a sort of illusion. Evolution couldn't set it up so that brain 
states really have qualia, so it did the next best thing. It set things up so that they seem to 
have qualia when we attend to them (when we introspect). Consciousness is, as Humphrey 
puts it, a sort of inner magic show, in which brain states are the actors and introspection the 
audience.

This is a big pill to swallow, and even if you’ve gone along with the argument so far you will 
probably want to get off here. An obvious objection is that, when it comes to qualia, seeming 
is reality. If I seem to be having a sensation of red, then I’m having one. This looks like a 
knock-down objection, but maybe we can edge round it. Here’s the idea.

Cognitive science sees the mind as a representational system, a system that records 
information about the world in a sort of internal code and uses this information to guide 
behaviour. On this view, for us to be aware of anything, our brains must represent it. This 
goes not only for external properties accessed through the senses (which can be represented 
in a robotic, blindsighted way), but also for internal properties accessed through 
introspection. Even if our brain states did have qualia, our brains would have to represent 
these qualia in order for us to be aware of them. Unrepresented qualia would be no more to us
than unheard sounds. But representations are not always accurate -- sometimes our brains 
misrepresent things. Indeed our surroundings might be set up precisely to induce such 
misrepresentation. A prankster might use scenery and video projections to trick a person into 
thinking they were seeing things they weren’t. And maybe evolution has pulled a similar trick
on us -- setting up our internal landscape so that introspection represents it as illuminated 
with magical, nonphysical qualia. Of course, it doesn’t seem that qualia are an illusion, but it 
wouldn’t if evolution has done its work well. 

This is counterintuitive, but is it more so than the view that consciousness does nothing? It is 
very plausible to think that consciousness transforms the lives of the creatures who possess it,
but maybe it is a transformation that can be wrought only by trickery. 

2 What or how is space?

According to Kant space and time are two universdal ‘categories’ involved in all 
‘perceptions” BUT
What do you understand by the word space? To show what you mean and understand by it 
use the word in 8 different ways that refer to the following -



empty or available space, area for that purpose, beyond the earth's atmosphere, an area 
everything is in, in writing or printing, space for publishing something, the space on your 
canvas or other support for painting or drawing, tine and freedom, a period of time.

Here are a few examples of what a dictionary informs us what space ‘is’ -
empty/available area, area for a purpose (note the word ‘area’ is used to create the meaning of
what space is), beyond atmosphere, area everything is in, in writing/print, space for 
publishing something, time and freedom, period of time, etc.
Note that the meaning, the nature, the ‘being’ of space is defined in terms of something else, 
for example area, beyond the atmosphere, etc. Why is space not described in terms of its own 
properties, but in terms of what it is not? Is the ‘nature’ or meaning of space, like that of time,
replaced by or mistaken for the instruments and ways it is measured by or the terms in which 
it is expressed?
I am going to cover the space of this empty canvas of 1x2 metres with paint. Is the imagined 
‘space’ nothing else but these measurements? The same can be asked about three-dimensional
and other dimensions of ‘space’ - let us look at a definition of a cube. Surely we all know that
‘inside’ the cube (a ball, etc) there ‘is’ space. But the definition of a cube does not refer to 
space - an object like a box with six square sides that are all the same size. Note that there is 
no mention of the ‘space’ we assume to be inside the box. Is there then nothing, no thing like 
space? Does space not exist? Although we assume there exists something like space, smaller 
space/s and larger space/s, empty space and filled up or used space, is it the case that space 
has no being, no existence, that it ‘is’ not (something), except for the ways in which we 
measure it, the terms in which we express it and the tools and terms by means of which we 
measure ‘it’, for example distances, dimensions and formulas?

 

Words, meaning/s, concepts and (pre-conceptual) reality

Where do words come from, how do humans fabricate words? How do meanings appear, how
are they fabricated, why are they conceived? Is reality for humans (human realities) restricted
by words and limited to meanings and concepts? Is there more to reality than the vocabulary 
and associated meanings employed by an illiterate, uneducated individual living in a 
primitive society, say at 4000 BC? Is reality for that individual different from the reality of an
educated, urban dweller of London, Paris or New York today?
Think of or contemplate on something, a problem or and issue, now stare at a wall near you, 
the television or any object. Notice that you see the object vaguely but do not analyze it, its 
color, shape or anything else. This is a simple experiment in pre-conceptual viewing, staring 
at something pre-conceptually or before you apply meanings and concepts to it. Now sit in 
the countryside and stare at plants, mountains, the soil, the sky - what you are able to perceive
will depend on the areas of knowledge, disciplines or discourses you are trained in. A 
geologist, physicist, biologist, etc will be aware of details that individuals who are not trained
in those disciplines will not be aware of.
Now imagine swimming underwater in the sea or viewing a film that shows you what it 
appears like in that environment. Now imagine what a shark would ‘perceive’ if it were to 
swim near you. Those who specialize in studies of that creature will tell us and even show us 
visual images of  what or how the shark will ‘perceive’ objects that are warm differently from
cold ones. In this manner they are able to ‘perceive’ objects they could hunt and eat. Does this
human-generated insights inform us of all details of the shark’s ‘perception’ in that situation 



and reality-for-the-shark? Or are we merely presented with the anthropo-centered projections 
and insights of a zoologist?
Invention of words and meanings  can be done by individuals or groups of individuals - in 
accordance with certain rules of intersubjectivity,  for example by using the word facebook 
from the context of American universities for an application or site on Internet or in 
cyberspace. 

The  acceptance, rejection or extension of the meaning and use of such words and meanings - 
how? why?  do this occur?

For example what can be referred to by the word ‘art’.  By an  extension of the meaning and 
application of the word ‘art’ - new media, performance art, installations, etc. When I bake 
bread at home, paint my house, make my bed, discard bags of garbage or rubbish in my yard 
- what is then difference when such activities are executed in an art gallery or museum so that
it will be referred to by the word art  and art collectors will buy them? When someone places 
her unmade bed and dirty clothing in an art museum it is awarded a prestigious Turner art 
prize and after that anything the artists does are valued cultural items that are sold for vast 
amounts. 

TIME does not exist -  only in human imagination

Human beings exist and are conscious only in the present (moment). They do not exist, 
cannot perceive (feel, imagine, hear, see, view, touch, etc) and cannot be conscious in the past
or the future.

Time and the imagining of time passing is a human fabrication and projection. Neither the 
past nor the future exist except in the imagination of human beings. Humans mistake devices,
inventions and ways of and for measuring and counting longer or shorter periods of time for 
example in seconds, minutes, hours, years, decades, centuries, etc for time itself. They also 
imagine that the past exists because of thoughts, images, feelings, etc they have in the present
- the only moment when any of these occur, can occur and is possible. They do similar things,
for example by planning, having hopes, motives, intentions, wishes, etc that what is not yet, 
that what does not yet exist and have not yet been realized or occurred. On the basis of these 
things they imagine and even believe that there exist or is something such as ‘the future’.

The past and the past for you or for me are mere imagination and projections. The same goes 
for the future - we constitute, fabricate and imagine it to exist here and now in the present 
moment.

It is on the basis of these propositions that I state that time does not exist, that there is no past 
or future that exist for or in human perception and consciousness. All or anything that is or 
exist for human beings, for and in human perception and consciousness exist only in the 
present moment - human perception, thinking, feelings, imagining and consciousness can and
do only function or operate in this present moment. Human perception, thinking, imagining 
and consciousness cannot operate in the past or in the future. To imagine otherwise is mere 
illusion and self-deception. To imagine that anything in the future exists or is real is an 
illusion, self-deception and a play with one’s imagination.  For example to try and imagine 
here and now my life after my death is impossible, meaningless and not reality.

3  Are the senses culturally or biologically determined?



Sarchis Dolmanian

Both.
Perception is a two phase process. First some raw information is fed by our sensory 
appendages into our brains and then we make, or not, some sense of it.
That means attaching some significance to that raw information. By doing so we transform it 
into a perception.
If we're not able to recognize/make up that significance the perception process cannot go 
through.
The first phase is determined by our biological particularities while the second one is 
culturally biased.
I'm not going to mention here, again, how male children are encouraged to suck it up when 
they get hurt while the girls are encouraged to 'express' themselves.
Here's an excellent article about how the language one has learned when growing up 
influences whether that person is able to hear the difference between r and l.
http://dialectblog.com/2011/12/30/the-east-asian-l-r-mixup/

4  a visual dimension underlying better-known picture theories

  1   Visual Studies Kevin G. Barnhurst University of Illinois at Chicago kgbcomm@uic.edu 
Abstract  Formal theories  reveal a visual dimension underlying better-known picture 
theories. Patterns of elements such as lines, shapes, and spaces, along with their properties, 
generate emotional responses and follow visual styles in society. The elements combine into 
systems that create perspectives on the world. Formal awareness may generate an 
understanding of visual  philosophies and their inherent values and consequences.  Picture 
theories  start from the tension between scientific invention and artistic expression. From 
linguistics and philosophy, semiotics provides terms for analyzing  pictures as signs that 
mediate among mind, eye, and reality, operate within codes, and reproduce mythology. From 
film and literary aesthetics, narrative theory offers analytical structures that reproduce realism
through supposed objectivity, rationality, and autonomy in dialogue with conventions and 
genres. Critical, cultural, and poststructural theories assert the inauthenticity of pictures, 
social construction of representation, and instability of meaning. Visual aesthetics, analysis, 
criticism, and ethics have entered flux in digital times.  Keywords.  Aesthetics; Critical 
theory; Cultural studies; Design; Film/cinema studies; Literary studies; Narrative; Realism; 
Signs; Social construction of reality Citation.  Barnhurst, Kevin G. “Visual Theory.”  
International Encyclopedia of Communication Theory and Philosophy.  Ed. Klaus Bruhn 
Jensen 

4 Aesthetic judgment

Judgments of aesthetic value rely on our ability to discriminate at a sensory level. Aesthetics 
examines our affective domain response to an object or phenomenon. Immanuel Kant, 
writing in 1790, observes of a man "If he says that canary wine is agreeable he is quite 
content if someone else corrects his terms and reminds him to say instead: It is agreeable to 
me," because "Everyone has his own (sense of) taste". The case of "beauty" is different from 
mere "agreeableness" because, "If he proclaims something to be beautiful, then he requires 
the same liking from others; he then judges not just for himself but for everyone, and speaks 
of beauty as if it were a property of things."



Aesthetic judgments usually go beyond sensory discrimination. For David Hume, delicacy of 
taste is not merely "the ability to detect all the ingredients in a composition", but also our 
sensitivity "to pains as well as pleasures, which escape the rest of mankind." (Essays Moral 
Political and Literary. Indianapolis, Literary Classics 5, 1987.) Thus, the sensory 
discrimination is linked to capacity for pleasure. For Kant "enjoyment" is the result when 
pleasure arises from sensation, but judging something to be "beautiful" has a third 
requirement: sensation must give rise to pleasure by engaging our capacities of reflective 
contemplation. Judgments of beauty are sensory, emotional and intellectual all at once.

Viewer interpretations of beauty possess two concepts of value: aesthetics and taste. 
Aesthetics is the philosophical notion of beauty. Taste is a result of an education process and 
awareness of elite cultural values learned through exposure to mass culture. Bourdieu 
examined how the elite in society define the aesthetic values like taste and how varying levels
of exposure to these values can result in variations by class, cultural background, and 
education.[70] According to Kant, beauty is subjective and universal; thus certain things are 
beautiful to everyone.[71][citation needed] The contemporary view of beauty is not based on 
innate qualities, but rather on cultural specifics and individual interpretations.[citation 
needed]

Factors involved in aesthetic judgment
Rainbows often have aesthetic appeal.

Judgments of aesthetical values seem often to involve many other kinds of issues as well. 
Responses such as disgust show that sensory detection is linked in instinctual ways to facial 
expressions, and even behaviors like the gag reflex. Yet disgust can often be a learned or 
cultural issue too; as Darwin pointed out, seeing a stripe of soup in a man's beard is 
disgusting even though neither soup nor beards are themselves disgusting. Aesthetic 
judgments may be linked to emotions or, like emotions, partially embodied in our physical 
reactions. Seeing a sublime view of a landscape may give us a reaction of awe, which might 
manifest physically as an increased heart rate or widened eyes. These unconscious reactions 
may even be partly constitutive of what makes our judgment a judgment that the landscape is 
sublime.

Likewise, aesthetic judgments may be culturally conditioned to some extent. Victorians in 
Britain often saw African sculpture as ugly, but just a few decades later, Edwardian audiences
saw the same sculptures as being beautiful. Evaluations of beauty may well be linked to 
desirability, perhaps even to sexual desirability. Thus, judgments of aesthetic value can 
become linked to judgments of economic, political, or moral value.[72] In a current context, 
one might judge a Lamborghini to be beautiful partly because it is desirable as a status 
symbol, or we might judge it to be repulsive partly because it signifies for us over-
consumption and offends our political or moral values.[73]

Aesthetic judgments can often be very fine-grained and internally contradictory. Likewise 
aesthetic judgments seem often to be at least partly intellectual and interpretative. It is what a 
thing means or symbolizes for us that is often what we are judging. Modern aestheticians 
have asserted that will and desire were almost dormant in aesthetic experience, yet preference
and choice have seemed important aesthetics to some 20th-century thinkers. The point is 
already made by Hume, but see Mary Mothersill, "Beauty and the Critic's Judgment", in The 
Blackwell Guide to Aesthetics, 2004. Thus aesthetic judgments might be seen to be based on 
the senses, emotions, intellectual opinions, will, desires, culture, preferences, values, 



subconscious behavior, conscious decision, training, instinct, sociological institutions, or 
some complex combination of these, depending on exactly which theory one employs.
Are different art forms beautiful, disgusting, or boring in the same way?

A third major topic in the study of aesthetic judgments is how they are unified across art 
forms. We can call a person, a house, a symphony, a fragrance, and a mathematical proof 
beautiful. What characteristics do they share which give them that status? What possible 
feature could a proof and a fragrance both share in virtue of which they both count as 
beautiful? What makes a painting beautiful is quite different from what makes music 
beautiful, which suggests that each art form has its own language for the judgement of 
aesthetics.[74]

At the same time, there is seemingly quite a lack of words to express oneself accurately when
making an aesthetic judgment. An aesthetic judgment cannot be an empirical judgement. 
Therefore, due to impossibility for precision, there is confusion about what interpretations 
can be culturally negotiated. Due to imprecision in the standard English language, two 
completely different feelings experienced by two different people can be represented by an 
identical verbal expression. Wittgenstein stated this in his lectures on aesthetics and language 
games.

A collective identification of beauty, with willing participants in a given social spectrum, may
be a socially negotiated phenomenon, discussed in a culture or context. Is there some 
underlying unity to aesthetic judgment and is there some way to articulate the similarities of a
beautiful house, beautiful proof, and beautiful sunset?[75] Defining it requires a description 
of the entire phenomenon, as Wittgenstein argued in his lectures on aesthetics. Likewise there
has been long debate on how perception of beauty in the natural world, especially perception 
of the human form as beautiful, is supposed to relate to perceiving beauty in art or artefacts. 
This goes back at least to Kant, with some echoes even in St. Bonaventure.[citation needed]

 

What is "art"?

Harmony of colors

How best to define the term "art" is a subject of constant contention; many books and journal 
articles have been published arguing over even the basics of what we mean by the term "art".
[76] Theodor Adorno claimed in 1969 "It is self-evident that nothing concerning art is self-
evident."[77][78] Artists, philosophers, anthropologists, psychologists and programmers all 
use the notion of art in their respective fields, and give it operational definitions that vary 
considerably. Furthermore, it is clear that even the basic meaning of the term "art" has 
changed several times over the centuries, and has continued to evolve during the 20th century
as well.

The main recent sense of the word "art" is roughly as an abbreviation for creative art or "fine 
art." Here we mean that skill is being used to express the artist's creativity, or to engage the 
audience's aesthetic sensibilities, or to draw the audience towards consideration of the "finer" 
things. Often, if the skill is being used in a functional object, people will consider it a craft 
instead of art, a suggestion which is highly disputed by many Contemporary Craft thinkers. 



Likewise, if the skill is being used in a commercial or industrial way it may be considered 
design instead of art, or contrariwise these may be defended as art forms, perhaps called 
applied art. Some thinkers, for instance, have argued that the difference between fine art and 
applied art has more to do with the actual function of the object than any clear definitional 
difference.[79] Art usually implies no function other than to convey or communicate an idea.
[citation needed]

Even as late as 1912 it was normal in the West to assume that all art aims at beauty, and thus 
that anything that wasn't trying to be beautiful couldn't count as art. The cubists, dadaists, 
Stravinsky, and many later art movements struggled against this conception that beauty was 
central to the definition of art, with such success that, according to Danto, "Beauty had 
disappeared not only from the advanced art of the 1960's but from the advanced philosophy 
of art of that decade as well."[77] Perhaps some notion like "expression" (in Croce's theories)
or "counter-environment" (in McLuhan's theory) can replace the previous role of beauty. 
Brian Massumi brought back "beauty" into consideration together with "expression".[80] 
Another view, as important to the philosophy of art as "beauty," is that of the "sublime," 
elaborated upon in the twentieth century by the postmodern philosopher Jean-François 
Lyotard. A further approach, elaborated by André Malraux in works such as The Voices of 
Silence, is that art is fundamentally a response to a metaphysical question ('Art', he writes, 'is 
an 'anti-destiny'). Malraux argues that, while art has sometimes been oriented towards beauty 
and the sublime (principally in post-Renaissance European art) these qualities, as the wider 
history of art demonstrates, are by no means essential to it.[81]

Perhaps (as in Kennick's theory) no definition of art is possible anymore. Perhaps art should 
be thought of as a cluster of related concepts in a Wittgensteinian fashion (as in Weitz or 
Beuys). Another approach is to say that "art" is basically a sociological category, that 
whatever art schools and museums and artists define as art is considered art regardless of 
formal definitions. This "institutional definition of art" (see also Institutional Critique) has 
been championed by George Dickie. Most people did not consider the depiction of a store-
bought urinal or Brillo Box to be art until Marcel Duchamp and Andy Warhol (respectively) 
placed them in the context of art (i.e., the art gallery), which then provided the association of 
these objects with the associations that define art.

Proceduralists often suggest that it is the process by which a work of art is created or viewed 
that makes it art, not any inherent feature of an object, or how well received it is by the 
institutions of the art world after its introduction to society at large. If a poet writes down 
several lines, intending them as a poem, the very procedure by which it is written makes it a 
poem. Whereas if a journalist writes exactly the same set of words, intending them as 
shorthand notes to help him write a longer article later, these would not be a poem. Leo 
Tolstoy, on the other hand, claims in his What is art? (1897) that what decides whether or not 
something is art is how it is experienced by its audience, not by the intention of its creator. 
Functionalists like Monroe Beardsley argue that whether or not a piece counts as art depends 
on what function it plays in a particular context; the same Greek vase may play a non-artistic 
function in one context (carrying wine), and an artistic function in another context (helping us
to appreciate the beauty of the human figure). '

Marxist attempts to define art focus on its place in the mode of production, such as in Walter 
Benjamin's essay The Author as Producer,[82] and/or its political role in class struggle.[83] 
Revising some concepts of the Marxist philosopher Louis Althusser, Gary Tedman defines art
in terms of social reproduction of the relations of production on the aesthetic level.[84]



See also: Classificatory disputes about art

What should art be like?

Many goals have been argued for art, and aestheticians often argue that some goal or another 
is superior in some way. Clement Greenberg, for instance, argued in 1960 that each artistic 
medium should seek that which makes it unique among the possible mediums and then purify
itself of anything other than expression of its own uniqueness as a form.[85] The Dadaist 
Tristan Tzara on the other hand saw the function of art in 1918 as the destruction of a mad 
social order. "We must sweep and clean. Affirm the cleanliness of the individual after the 
state of madness, aggressive complete madness of a world abandoned to the hands of 
bandits."[86] Formal goals, creative goals, self-expression, political goals, spiritual goals, 
philosophical goals, and even more perceptual or aesthetic goals have all been popular 
pictures of what art should be like.
The value of art

Tolstoy defined art as the following: "Art is a human activity consisting in this, that one man 
consciously, by means of certain external signs, hands on to others feelings he has lived 
through, and that other people are infected by these feelings and also experience them." 
However, this definition is merely a starting point for his theory of art's value. To some 
extent, the value of art, for Tolstoy, is one with the value of empathy. However, sometimes 
empathy is not of value. In chapter fifteen of What Is Art?, Tolstoy says that some feelings 
are good, but others are bad, and so art is only valuable when it generates empathy or shared 
feeling for good feelings. For example, Tolstoy asserts that empathy for decadent members of
the ruling class makes society worse, rather than better. In chapter sixteen, he asserts that the 
best art is "universal art" that expresses simple and accessible positive feeling.[87]
This section possibly contains original research. Please improve it by verifying the claims 
made and adding inline citations. Statements consisting only of original research should be 
removed. (December 2012)

Other possible views are these: Art can act as a means to some special kind of knowledge. Art
may give insight into the human condition. Art relates to science and religion. Art serves as a 
tool of education, or indoctrination, or enculturation. Art makes us more moral. It uplifts us 
spiritually. Art is politics by other means. Art has the value of allowing catharsis. In any case, 
the value of art may determine the suitability of an art form. Do they differ significantly in 
their values, or (if not) in their ability to achieve the unitary value of art?

But to approach the question of the value of art systematically, one ought to ask: for whom? 
For the artist? For the audience? For society at large, and/or for individuals beyond the 
audience? Is the "value" of art different in each of these different contexts?

Working on the intended value of art tends to help define the relations between art and other 
acts. Art clearly does have spiritual goals in many contexts, but what exactly is the difference 
between religious art and religion per se? The truth is complex; art is both useless in a 
functional sense, and also the most important human activity.[citation needed]

An argument for the value of art, used in the fictional work The Hitchhikers Guide to the 
Galaxy, proceeds that, if some external force presenting imminent destruction of Earth asked 
humanity what its value was—what should humanity's response be? The argument continues 
that the only justification humanity could give for its continued existence would be the past 



creation and continued creation of things like a Shakespeare play, a Rembrandt painting or a 
Bach concerto. The suggestion is that these are the things of value which define humanity.
[88] Whatever one might think of this claim — and it does seem to undervalue the many 
other achievements of which human beings have shown themselves capable, both 
individually and collectively — it is true that art appears to possess a special capacity to 
endure ("live on") beyond the moment of its birth, in many cases for centuries or millennia. 
This capacity of art to endure over time — what precisely it is and how it operates — has 
been widely neglected in modern aesthetics.[89]
Aesthetic universals

The philosopher Denis Dutton identified six universal signatures in human aesthetics:[90]

Expertise or virtuosity. Humans cultivate, recognize, and admire technical artistic skills.
Nonutilitarian pleasure. People enjoy art for art's sake, and don't demand that it keep them 
warm or put food on the table.
Style. Artistic objects and performances satisfy rules of composition that place them in a 
recognizable style.
Criticism. People make a point of judging, appreciating, and interpreting works of art.
Imitation. With a few important exceptions like abstract painting, works of art simulate 
experiences of the world.
Special focus. Art is set aside from ordinary life and made a dramatic focus of experience.

It might be objected, however, that there are rather too many exceptions to Dutton's 
categories. For example, the installations of the contemporary artist Thomas Hirschhorn 
deliberately eschew technical virtuosity. People can appreciate a Renaissance Madonna for 
aesthetic reasons, but such objects often had (and sometimes still have) specific devotional 
functions. "Rules of composition" that might be read into Duchamp's Fountain or John Cage's
4?33? do not locate the works in a recognizable style (or certainly not a style recognizable at 
the time of the works' realisation). Moreover, some of Dutton's categories seem too broad: a 
physicist might entertain hypothetical worlds in his/her imagination in the course of 
formulating a theory. Another problem is that Dutton's categories seek to universalise 
traditional European notions of aesthetics and art forgetting that, as André Malraux and others
have pointed out, there have been large numbers of cultures in which such ideas (including 
the idea "art" itself) were non-existent.[91]
Criticism

The philosophy of aesthetics as a practice has been criticized by some sociologists and 
writers of art and society. Raymond Williams argues that there is no unique and or individual 
aesthetic object which can be extrapolated from the art world, but that there is a continuum of
cultural forms and experience of which ordinary speech and experiences may signal as art. 
By "art" we may frame several artistic "works" or "creations" as so though this reference 
remains within the institution or special event which creates it and this leaves some works or 
other possible "art" outside of the frame work, or other interpretations such as other 
phenomenon which may not be considered as "art".

Pierre Bourdieu disagrees with Kant's idea of the "aesthetic". He argues that Kant's 
"aesthetic" merely represents an experience that is the product of an elevated class habitus 
and scholarly leisure as opposed to other possible and equally valid "aesthetic" experiences 
which lay outside Kant's narrow definition.



 

History of aesthetics

Any aesthetic doctrines that guided the production and interpretation of prehistoric art are 
mostly unknown. The civilizations that expressed themselves in ancient art, including Egypt, 
Mesopotamia, Persia, Greece, China, the Etruscans, Rome, India, the Celtic peoples, and the 
Maya, each developed a unique and characteristic style in its art.
Ancient Greek aesthetics

Greece had the most influence on the development of aesthetics in the West. This period of 
Greek art saw a veneration of the human physical form and the development of 
corresponding skills to show musculature, poise, beauty and anatomically correct 
proportions. Furthermore, in many Western and Eastern cultures alike, traits such as body 
hair are rarely depicted in art that addresses physical beauty.[citation needed] Greek 
philosophers initially felt that aesthetically appealing objects were beautiful in and of 
themselves. Plato believed that for us to have a perception of beauty there must be a 
transcendent form for beauty in which beautiful objects partake and which causes them to be 
beautiful also. He felt that beautiful objects incorporated proportion, harmony, and unity 
among their parts. Similarly, in the Metaphysics, Aristotle found that the universal elements 
of beauty were order, symmetry, and definiteness. An example of ancient aesthetics in Greece
through poetry is Plato's quote: "For the authors of those great poems which we admire, do 
not attain to excellence through the rules of any art; but they utter their beautiful melodies of 
verse in a state of inspiration, and, as it were, possessed by a spirit not their own."[92]
Indian aesthetics

Indian art evolved with an emphasis on inducing special spiritual or philosophical states in 
the audience, or with representing them symbolically. According to Kapila Vatsyayan, 
"Classical Indian architecture, sculpture, painting, literature (k?vya), music, and dancing 
evolved their own rules conditioned by their respective media, but they shared with one 
another not only the underlying spiritual beliefs of the Indian religio-philosophic mind, but 
also the procedures by which the relationships of the symbol and the spiritual states were 
worked out in detail."

In the Pan Indian philosophic thought the term 'Satyam Shivam Sundaram' is another name 
for the concept of the Supreme. 'Sat' is the truth value, 'Shiv' is the good value & 'Sundaram' 
is the beauty value. Man through his 'Srabana' or education, 'Manana' or experience and 
conceptualization and 'Sadhana' or practice, through different stages of life (Ashramas) comes
to form and realize the idea of these three values to develop a value system. This Value-
system helps develop two basic ideas 1) that of 'Daksha' or the adept/expert and 2) of 
Mahana/Parama or the Absolute and thus to judge anything in this universe in the light of 
these two measures, known as 'Adarsha'. A person who has mastered great amounts of 
knowledge of the grammars, rules, & language of an art-form are adepts (Daksha), whereas 
those who have worked through the whole system and journeyed ahead of these to become a 
law unto themselves is called a Mahana. Individuals idea of 'Daksha' and 'Mahana' is relative 
to the development of the concept of 'Satyam-Shivam-Sundaram.' For example, Tagore's idea 
of these two concepts should be above any common man's and many perceive Tagore as a 
'Mahana' Artist in the realm of literature. This concept of Satyam-Shivam-Sundaram, a kind 
of Value Theory is the cornerstone of Indian Aesthetics.



Of particular concern to Indian drama and literature are the term 'Bhava' or the state of mind 
and rasa referring generally to the emotional flavors/essence crafted into the work by the 
writer and relished by a 'sensitive spectator' or sah?daya. Poets like K?lid?sa were attentive to
rasa, which blossomed into a fully developed aesthetic system. Even in contemporary India 
the term rasa denoting "flavor" or "essence" is used colloquially to describe the aesthetic 
experiences in films; "m?sala mix" describes popular Hindi cinema films which serve a so-
called balanced emotional meal for the masses, savored as rasa by these spectators.

Rasa theory blossoms beginning with the Sanskrit text N?tyash?stra (n?tya meaning "drama" 
and sh?stra meaning "science of"), a work attributed to Bharata Muni where the Gods declare
that drama is the 'Fifth Veda' because it is suitable for the degenerate age as the best form of 
religious instruction. While the date of composition varies wildly among scholars, ranging 
from the era of Plato and Aristotle to the seventh century CE. The N?tyash?stra presents the 
aesthetic concepts of rasas and their associated bh?vas in Chapters Six and Seven 
respectively, which appear to be independent of the work as a whole. Eight rasas and 
associated bh?vas are named and their enjoyment is likened to savoring a meal: rasa is the 
enjoyment of flavors that arise from the proper preparation of ingredients and the quality of 
ingredients. What rasa actually is, in a theoretical sense, is not discussed and given the N?
tyash?stra's pithy wording it is unlikely the exact understanding of the original author(s) will 
be known.

The theory of the rasas develops significantly with the Kashmiri aesthetician 
Ãndandavardhana's classic on poetics, the Dhvany?loka which introduces the ninth rasa, sh?
nta-rasa as a specifically religious feeling of peace (??nta) which arises from its bh?va, 
weariness of the pleasures of the world. The primary purpose of this text is to refine the 
literary concept dhvani or poetic suggestion, by arguing for the existence of the rasa-dhvani, 
primarily in forms of Sanskrit including a word, sentence or whole work "suggests" a real-
world emotional state or bh?va, but thanks to aesthetic distance, the sensitive spectator 
relishes the rasa, the aesthetic flavor of tragedy, heroism or romance.

The 9th–10th century master of the religious system known as "the nondual Shaivism of 
Kashmir" (or "Kashmir Shaivism") and aesthetician, Abhinavagupta brought rasa theory to its
pinnacle in his separate commentaries on the Dhvany?loka, the Dhvany?loka-locana 
(translated by Ingalls, Masson and Patwardhan, 1992) and the Abhinavabharati, his 
commentary on the N?tyash?stra, portions of which are translated by Gnoli and Masson and 
Patwardhan. Abhinavagupta offers for the first time a technical definition of rasa which is the 
universal bliss of the Self or Atman colored by the emotional tone of a drama. Sh?nta-rasa 
functions as an equal member of the set of rasas but is simultaneously distinct being the most 
clear form of aesthetic bliss. Abhinavagupta likens it to the string of a jeweled necklace; 
while it may not be the most appealing for most people, it is the string that gives form to the 
necklace, allowing the jewels of the other eight rasas to be relished. Relishing the rasas and 
particularly sh?nta-rasa is hinted as being as-good-as but never-equal-to the bliss of Self-
realization experienced by yogis.
Chinese aesthetics

Chinese art has a long history of varied styles and emphases. Confucius emphasized the role 
of the arts and humanities (especially music and poetry) in broadening human nature and 
aiding li (etiquette, the rites) in bringing us back to what is essential about humanity. His 



opponent Mozi, however, argued that music and fine arts were classist and wasteful, 
benefiting the rich over the poor.

By the 4th century AD artists had started debating in writing over the proper goals of art as 
well. Gu Kaizhi has left three surviving books on the theory of painting. Several later artists 
or scholars both created art and wrote about the creation of it. Religious and philosophical 
influences on art were common (and diverse) but never universal.
African aesthetics
The Great Mosque's signature trio of minarets overlooks the central market of Djenné. 
Unique Malian aesthetic

African art has existed in many forms and styles, with relatively little influence from outside 
Africa. Most of it followed traditional forms; the aesthetic norms were handed down orally as
well as textually. Sculpture and performance art are prominent, and abstract and partially 
abstracted forms are valued, and were valued long before influence from the Western 
tradition began in earnest. The Nok culture is testimony to this. The mosque of Timbuktu 
shows that specific areas of Africa developed unique aesthetics.
Arab aesthetics

Arab art for the last 1400 years has taken place under the context of Islam and is sometimes 
referred to as Islamic art, although many Arab artists throughout time have not been Muslim. 
The term "Islamic" refers not only to the religion, but to any form of art created by people in 
an Islamic culture or in an Islamic context, whether the artist is Islamic or not. Not all 
Muslims are in agreement on the use of art in religious observance, the proper place of art in 
society, or the relation between secular art and the demands placed on the secular world to 
conform to religious precepts. Islamic art frequently adopts secular elements and elements 
that are frowned upon, if not forbidden, by some Islamic theologians.[93] Although the often 
cited opposition in Islam to the depiction of human and animal forms holds true for religious 
art and architecture, in the secular sphere, such representations have flourished in nearly all 
Islamic cultures.

The Islamic resistance to the representation of living beings ultimately stems from the belief 
that the creation of living forms is unique to God, and it is for this reason that the role of 
images and image makers has been controversial. The strongest statements on the subject of 
figural depiction are made in the Hadith (Traditions of the Prophet), where painters are 
challenged to "breathe life" into their creations and threatened with punishment on the Day of
Judgment. The Qur'an is less specific but condemns idolatry and uses the Arabic term 
musawwir ("maker of forms," or artist) as an epithet for God. Partially as a result of this 
religious sentiment, figures in painting were often stylized and, in some cases, the destruction
of figurative artworks occurred. Iconoclasm was previously known in the Byzantine period 
and aniconicism was a feature of the Judaic world, thus placing the Islamic objection to 
figurative representations within a larger context. As ornament, however, figures were largely
devoid of any larger significance and perhaps therefore posed less challenge.[94]

This tendency affected the narrowing field of artistic possibility to such forms of art as 
Arabesque, mosaic, Islamic calligraphy, and Islamic architecture, as well as any form of 
abstraction that can claim the status of non-representational art.

Limited possibilities have been explored by artists as an outlet to artistic expression, and has 
been cultivated to become a positive style and tradition, emphasizing the decorative function 



of art, or its religious functions via non-representational forms such as Geometric patterns, 
floral patterns, and arabesques.

Human portrayals can be found in early Islamic cultures with varying degrees of acceptance 
by religious authorities. Human representation for the purpose of worship is uniformly 
considered idolatry as forbidden in Sharia law.[95][96]

The calligraphic arts grew out of an effort to devote oneself to the study of the Quran. By 
patiently transcribing each word of the text, the writer was made to contemplate the meaning 
of it. As time passed, these calligraphic works began to be prized as works of art, growing 
increasingly elaborate in the illumination and stylizing of the text. These illuminations were 
applied to other works besides the Quran, and it became a respected art form in and of itself.

Arabic is written from right to left, like other Semitic scripts, and consists of 17 characters, 
which, with the addition of dots placed above or below certain of them, provide the 28 letters 
of the Arabic alphabet. Short vowels are not included in the alphabet, being indicated by 
signs placed above or below the consonant or long vowel that they follow. Certain characters 
may be joined to their neighbors, others to the preceding one only, and others to the 
succeeding one only. The written letters undergo a slight external change according to their 
position within a word. When they stand alone or occur at the end of a word, they ordinarily 
terminate in a bold stroke; when they appear in the middle of a word, they are ordinarily 
joined to the letter following by a small, upward curved stroke. With the exception of six 
letters, which can be joined only to the preceding ones, the initial and medial letters are much
abbreviated, while the final form consists of the initial form with a triumphant flourish. The 
essential part of the characters, however, remains unchanged.[97]
Western medieval aesthetics
Lorsch Gospels 778–820. Charlemagne's Court School.

Surviving medieval art is primarily religious in focus and funded largely by the State, Roman 
Catholic or Orthodox church, powerful ecclesiastical individuals, or wealthy secular patrons. 
These art pieces often served a liturgical function, whether as chalices or even as church 
buildings themselves. Objects of fine art from this period were frequently made from rare and
valuable materials, such as gold and lapis, the cost of which commonly exceeded the wages 
of the artist.

Medieval aesthetics in the realm of philosophy built upon Classical thought, continuing the 
practice of Plotinus by employing theological terminology in its explications. St. 
Bonaventure's "Retracing the Arts to Theology", a primary example of this method, discusses 
the skills of the artisan as gifts given by God for the purpose of disclosing God to mankind, 
which purpose is achieved through four lights: the light of skill in mechanical arts which 
discloses the world of artifacts; which light is guided by the light of sense perception which 
discloses the world of natural forms; which light, consequently, is guided by the light of 
philosophy which discloses the world of intellectual truth; finally, this light is guided by the 
light of divine wisdom which discloses the world of saving truth.

Saint Thomas Aquinas's aesthetic is probably the most famous and influential theory among 
medieval authors, having been the subject of much scrutiny in the wake of the neo-Scholastic 
revival of the late 19th and early 20th centuries and even having received the approbation of 
the celebrated Modernist writer, James Joyce. Thomas, like many other medievals, never 
gives a systematic account of beauty itself, but several scholars have conventionally arranged 



his thought—though not always with uniform conclusions—using relevant observations 
spanning the entire corpus of his work. While Aquinas's theory follows generally the model 
of Aristotle, he develops a singular aesthetics which incorporates elements unique to his 
thought. Umberto Eco's The Aesthetics of Thomas Aquinas identifies the three main 
characteristics of beauty in Aquinas's philosophy: integritas sive perfectio, consonantia sive 
debita proportio, and claritas sive splendor formae. While Aristotle likewise identifies the 
first two characteristics, St. Thomas conceives of the third as an appropriation from principles
developed by neo-Platonic and Augustinian thinkers. With the shift from the Middle Ages to 
the Renaissance, art likewise changed its focus, as much in its content as in its mode of 
expression.
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5 Artist, you try to express, share, sell your own aesthetic values, attitudes and vision? 



What do you as artist wish to do when you paint, perform, install, sing, play a musical 
instrument, digitalize, Instagramize, etc?

It often seems to me that many artists, in this case painters, paint so as to sell what they have 
made. This aim appears very low down my priorities, if at all - so I will not bother to deal 
with it. It is not only from this consumer-orientated attitude of artists that one finds "selling" 
as first priority, but also from supposedly serious art sites such as Artnet. Such sites list the 
top 100 or 200 artists at present, or annually, say for 2015, 2014, for all time etc by the 
amount of money s/he sold work for in that year or other time period and/or by the highest 
prices paid for his/her work.

On a more serious note - at least two conditions must be fulfilled for a painter to express 
his/her aesthetic 'vision' (values, attitudes, insights, understanding, inner world and other 
realities, etc) . 1) S/he should have a clear, effable, meaningful aesthetic 'vision' and 2) s/he 
should have the techniques, skills, ability and wish to express this 'vision'. Note that I only 
mention 'express' this vision and not share, communicate, sell, etc.

The latter requires other attitudes, agendas, intentions and motives than that of 'expressing' 
one's aesthetic vision and realities.  I will not deal with them here.

What is a clear, unique, original, authentic , truthful and effable or expressible aesthetic 
vision? Everybody has aesthetic notions and that is revealed by many things in the person's 
life, for example how s/he present himself in the world, they way he dresses, what someone 
eats, the individuals s/he finds attractive and other preferences in their daily  and more  
specialized areas (for example preferred  films, music,  television shows, art, fashion, interior 
design, etc) existence.

Here we are concerned with the painter's aesthetic vision in the socio-cultural practice of 
painting (and perhaps related areas) and the discourse of  Visual and Fine Art and the the 
genre of painting. This holistic vision and/or some of its parts and perhaps even certain basic 
principles, pre-suppositions and other factors that influence, affect and determine it might 
change, even drastically, suddenly and intentionally over time. Or, changes might occur 
gradually and even unintentionally. Think of the changes over time n the work of some artist 
for example van Gogh, Picasso, Rothko, Kandinsky, Mondrian, Pollock, et al. A unique, 
original, authentic (or personally truthful) and fully developed aesthetic vision, ideals, 
attitudes, values and principles will most likely only be attained after many years in the life of
a mature artist (writer, composer, etc).

The second condition, the artist's means of expression or tools refer both to the material ones 
as well as the formal, structural ones involved in a painting as a 'work of art'. The latter 
includes things such as composition, form, color, texture, shape, movement, etc. The former 
refers to the techniques to get the paint, etc on the support and ways of manipulating them.

Condtions 1 and 2 goes hand in hand and 2 is required so as to be able to create and express 
condition one (aesthetic vision), while 1 determines they ways in which, how and why and 
artist will deal with the structural, formal aspects in certain ways or his/her gradually evolved 
style.



Occasionally an artist will view his completed or almost completed work and add finishing 
touches to it. Touches that might be imperceptible or irrelevant to other viewers, but that are 
essential for the artist to express and convey details and complexities of his aesthetic vision.

(to be continued...)

6  Visual discourse

CHEF DREAM

Yesterday I posted a correspondence I had with a bishop from the US - it dealt with 
'spirituality and religion-related ideas. I posted that to show that my own art work and 
thoughts on art are 'the same thing',  merely in another discourse or socio-cultural practice.

Today I post a short piece in which someone, D Young,esq., told me about a dream he had. I 
replied that -

 
in your dream  you experienced the event, you were the event, you created it and 'acted'/lived 
it out  -

what were the many discourses involved?  There was no need for words, pictures, etc.

When you re-counted the dream to me, you used another medium.

Talking , speech - this medium has its own techniques,  potential, limitations etc  to 
reconstruct the dream event.

I then told Mr Young that he should write down what he told me and what he experienced in 
the dream.

I informed him that writing will again many other techniques to try and reconstruct his 
dream.

The short piece I post here is what he wrote.

In this way I wish to show that religion, art, sciences, music, performing arts, etc etc  - all 
socio-cultural practices are -

in a general way deal with 'the same thing', but in terms of the ideals, norms, etc etc of the 
particular discourse (its customs, traditions, etc).

I said to Mr Young - the piece he wrote is like the blue print for the Harry Potter film series, 
the Twilight series etc.

And, that an aware and informed editor, film maker, etc will see the value of what he wrote 
and publish it in book form,

as scripts for art installations ( reconstruct his dream in an art gallery, while making a film of 
it),



making a Spielberg-type movie of it etc.

That again would be employing other discourses, their aims, techniques, potential, limitations
, etc.

In this way I wish to say that as human beings we have a diversity of discourses or socio-
cultural practices to  experience, express, communicate,

reconstruct one phenomena, experience, situation, event....

---------------------------
-----------------------------------------------

I had this amazing dream where I was in at a restaurant in sort of a mall.

It was an open plan type space,but set in a circular type style around a pillar that had

green creeping vine type plant leaves growing on it.

It was not a normal restaurant in a sense that chef Gusto had only one meal that he made

and that is it. No one could change the menu or the ingredients - you had to take what you 
were

give by the chef. His world, his construction of reality and everyone entering it had to

accept what was presented to them.

I had the impression that one could not just walk in, but there was no reservations.

One could not book in advance nor select or deny any ingredients. there were 40 to 50

people in the  space , and the big, flat iron stove was set in plain view.every seat was full yet

I had the impression of walking in. I felt out of place but had a sense of okay-Ness that I was 
there and I had a place.

Everyone seemed to know someone and despite sitting in small groups , everyone was alone.

I don’t recall sitting at first, instead it was as if I was hovering close to the chef who had a 
meticulous way of preparing his food. A type of confidence and pride that I could feel as

I watched him prepare about 15 fish fillets. I saw him divide every cooked piece into 3 or

so  cuts. I had a sense that all would have a share.

In front of me appeared a bowl of soup .Not so thick or to thin.It was tomatoish in colour,



I had no way of describing the taste itself, it was nebulous, vague, every taste possible, but no
specific taste ..

Instead it was like clouds of heaven an all taste in one and yet separate. Divine!

I do not recall taking a seat,instead I was just “seated” and again a meal of fish and a type

of spaghetti that I can try and describe as a type of chicken ala king , but without the chicken.

again it was as if the fish had all the different fish in the world's flavours were set in to this 
tiny portion,

and the pasta was so  as though one could experience,live or exist in its taste touch sound

.One could see the taste, one could hear it like ambiance music, one could touch it and feel it 
-  all senses

were involved  in the meal - as each person was seated alone at a table, so as not be distracted
by the thoughts and conversations of others -

that enabled a 100% plus concentration on the experience of eating  - everyone was together 
as one yet everyone as on their own in this vast but at the same time small, intimate\space.

Now that I think of it,He was alone no waters and such yet everyone received their meal 
simultaneously. I don’t recall seeing Him serve anyone , the meal just appeared ............

as if by magic in front of the diners -- nebulous.

 

I don’t recall it being the next day but I remember being obsessed just to go there again

and walking in seeing many plates of what would appear to be breakfast consisting of 2 of the
most beautifully seasoned eggs but nothing else on the plates yet.It seemed as if the rest was 
still being prepared. then I woke up

------------------

I told Mr Young  that my visual, again another discourse and socio-cultural practice expresses
'this' event, or one interpretation of it in terms of the discourse of visual arts and more 
specifically the genre of painting. This discourse is able to

emphasize other aspects that other discourses, films, writing, speech, religion, etc cannot deal
with and/or is not interested to deal with, as those discourses have other purposes, leading 
ideals, value, aims...



So in a sens, my paintings, religion, science etc try to deal with the same thing, or different 
aspects of, perspectives on (from different frames of references and constructions of reality) 
'the same thing'. Thus, they , of course,

do not deal with the same thing, and by means of different techniques, norms, traditions, etc.

A few paintings of mine that I suggested to him might touch on other aspects of his dream, 
that were not and cannot be dealt with by speech, writing, films, etc...
David,

I sent this to you

https://sites.google.com/site/artgalleryulrich/home/chefdream

after what we exchanged yesterday.

I send the link where I placed it on my art site - as it contains all required.

Situation - I've been up painting since 2 am - now 11am
Delton told me about a dream he had, I told him to write it down, I pasted a few pics from 
last night with it.

-- 

The point - art, religion, writing, music, etc all deal with the 'same thing',

in terms of their different discourses/socio cultural practices,

but therefore it is not the same thing -  different emphases by different discourses.

The Jesus encounters, or Godhead, the father encounter are available at every moment,

----------------------------------

David, that is why I  do reverse imagine, black and white, greys and their opposites, as well 
as the opposite complimentary colors of the painting.

I would have thought art experts know and do this -

but when art Profs see my work  they are astonished -

I tell them black and white allows you so perceive and focus on other things than the color 
painting, the opposite/ complimentary colors do that as well but in different ways.



These are things I take for granted, awareness of forms, structures, composition etc and I 
would have thought profs who run art schools will know this and use them to train the acute 
perception of students.

Look at a van Gogh, Mona Lisa etc in opposite colors,greys, black and white etc - to become 
awrte of things you did not see at first.

I see all those things in the original - because I

I know about such things and trained my mind/eye - mind's eye for it - this is how I see daily 
life and its objects -=

One hears that most people notice less than 100% around them, in the street etc - artists see , 
perceive more?

I doubt this - artists lack acute perception, except a Michaelangelo,  da Vinci etc. perhaps?

.

On 2015-10-29 01:45 PM, BigShowRev@aol.com wrote:

    Need to sit with this a little longer to see what comes up.  I'm always impressed with your 
use of reverse imaging - photographic kind of mirroring that allows an almost entirely 
different experience to emerge.  Conventional theology in the West, in my experience, doesn't
allow for the yin/yang dynamic to be present. Our children, hooked as they are on computers,
live in a largely binary world of either/or, 1's and 0's.  The dream and the paintings are 
suggesting both/and to me. The dream is about abundance but one has to take the time to 
move beyond a simple, predetermined code and allow a different life context to emerge.  
Maybe I'll see something else after I've had more coffee.
     
    In a message dated 10/29/2015 4:57:15 A.M. US Eastern Daylight Time, 
monkagain@gmail.com writes:

        David,

        I sent this to you

        https://sites.google.com/site/artgalleryulrich/home/chefdream

        after what we exchanged yesterday.

        I send the link where I placed it on my art site - as it contains all
        required.



        Situation - I've been up painting since 2 am - now 11am
        Delton told me about a dream he had, I told him to write it down, I
        pasted a few pics from last night with it.

        --

        The point - art, religion, writing, music, etc all deal with the 'same
        thing',

        in terms of their different discourses/socio cultural practices,

        but therefore it is not the same thing -  different emphases by
        different discourses.

        The Jesus encounters, or Godhead, the father encounter are available at
        every moment,

          here and now in all we do, are etc.

-------------------------
Subject: Re: please see this link on my site for images/details

David, that is why I  do reverse imagine, black and white, greys and their opposites, as well 
as the opposite complimentary colors of the painting.

I would have thought art experts know and do this -

but when art Profs see my work  they are astonished -

I tell them black and white allows you so perceive and focus on other things than the color 
painting, the opposite/ complimentary colors do that as well but in different ways.

These are things I take for granted, awareness of forms, structures, composition etc and I 
would have thought profs who run art schools will know this and use them to train the acute 
perception of students.

Look at a van Gogh, Mona Lisa etc in opposite colors,greys, black and white etc - to become 
awate of things you did not see at first.

I see all those things in the original - because I

I know about such things and trained my mind/eye - mind's eye for it - this is how I see daily 
life and its objects -=

One hears that most people notice less than 100% around them, in the street etc - artists see , 
perceive more?



I doubt this - artists lack acute perception, except a Michaelangelo,  da Vinci etc. perhaps?

.
7  Philosophy of Art

http://www.firstthings.com/blogs/leithart/2015/08/the-modern-system-of-art

The introduction to Noel Carroll's Art in Three Dimensions is as good a summary of the 
development of the philosophy of art as one is likely to find. Follow Paul Kristellar and 
others, he notes that Art-with-a-capital-A didn't exist prior to the eighteenth century. Rather, 
there were various forms of art; there were arts, plural and with a humble lower-case “a.” 

The highest arts were the cerebral ones, the ones that were suitable to freemen of leisure - 
poetry, rhetoric, grammar; the mechanical arts involved interaction with brute materiality. 
They were lower on the scale, as technicians and laborers were lower than freemen, but they 
were arts. There was an art to medicine, statesmanship, archery, navigation. Under the 
classical and medieval scheme, painting, sculpture, and architecture were lower-scale arts, 
involving manual labor. 

The creation of the Modern System of Arts involved elevating some manual arts (painting, 
sculpture, architecture) to the level of the higher arts, especially poetry. Charles Batteux 
argued that painting, sculpture, dance, music and poetry were all forms of mimesis, whether 
of the beauty of the world or of the beautiful itself. Carroll writes that “Comparison between 
painting and poetry and between sculpture and poetry were ways of socially enfranchising 
these visual arts as something more than mechanical or manual arts and of raising the 
symbolic capital of those who practiced them” (5). This was presented not only as an 
elevation of status for certain kinds of activities and the artists who performed them, but as a 
discovery of something true about the arts themselves. It was discovered that all possessed 
qualities analogous to poetry.

But the Modern System was undermined nearly as soon as it was formulated.  At the time, the
arts were indeed mimetic, but music rapidly departed from the mimetic norm: “Internal to the
System, the growing popularization of absolute music, as explicitly distinguished from 
program music, threatened the unity of the System, since most absolute music imitates 
nothing. That is why it is called absolute music” (8). And music wasn't alone in pressing the 
boundaries of the Modern System. It was hard to discover mimetic qualities to many forms of
dance; this was solved by excluding folk dance from the realm of fine art. As painting and 
sculpture moved away from representational mimesis, they too put pressure on the System. 
Besides, the System was posited on the assumption that Art offered a path to knowledge of 
the world, and in this realm Science quickly outstripped it.

What Carroll calls “expressive” and “aesthetic” theories of art moved in to replace mimesis. 
Neither worked very well. It is hard to demonstrate that art works are expressive of the 
feelings of the artists; only a determined Romantic would take that as a given. 

Aesthetic theories - at the extreme, art for art's sake - had a more plausible claim, but didn't 
work either. In a rather delicious moment in his summary, Carroll points to the inner 
connection between consumer capitalism and aestheticism: In earlier eras “patrons 
commissioned art works to serve important social purposes: to honor the king, to instill 



loyalty or obedience, to preach the commandments, to commemorate historical achievements 
and sacrifices, etc. In contrast, the rising bourgeois classes, with increasing amounts of leisure
at their disposal, frequently looked to the arts as a delightful way of passing time.” The notion
that the arts existed to give aesthetic pleasure “fitted the new patterns of consumption nicely” 
(11).

But Art isn't just for pleasure. And it's “vacuous,” Carroll says to insist that Art exists to 
provide something called “aesthetic experience.” Besides, the aesthetic theories of art 
excluded many of the dimensions of real-life art: “many of the unexplored, under-examined, 
or forbidden aspects of art under the analytic dispensation - such as authorial intention, art 
history, emotional arousal, morality, politics, etc., - have been exiled exactly because they are 
irrelevant from the perspective of the aesthetic theory of art” (12). As Cornelius van Til liked 
to quip, “What my theory doesn't catch isn't fish.”

Carroll argues for pluralism, not “the autonomy of art” but “heteronomy”: instead of a 
definition of art, like the aesthetic definition, we need genealogies; instead of the philosophy 
of art with a ‘Capital A,' more attention should be paid to the philosophies of the arts, their 
effects, and the special problems they raise; rather than searching for uniformity across all the
arts, respect differences. In short, let us endorse not merely pluralism, but pluralisms” (14).

Is sounds trendy, but in important ways this is return to the common sense of art before the 
Modern System, a common sense in which all human poiesis could be dignified as a form of 
art if done with excellence.--------

8  'ARTERTAINMENT'

Exploration (sociologically) and analysis (philosophically) and clarification (artistically) of 
the almost sacred notions of 'art' and 'artists', and the institutions (museums, galleries, media, 
colleges, journalists,etc) employing them in an uncritical manner.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ASdLSgaak2I

Research Interests: Sociology of Culture, Art, Art Theory, Contemporary Art, Philosophy of 
Art, and 6 more

“ARTERTAINMENT”

 

As observed by Wittgenstein when someone crosses the boundaries (in other words the 
tradition, principles, purpose, norms, values, attitudes, etc) of a certain discourse or socio-
cultural practice without entering those of another discourse, s/he arrives in a a kind of socio-
cultural no man's land and no longer is meaningful or rather his/her propositions produced in 
that 'area' are meaningless. Attempts to manufacture such so called inter-disciplinary 
discourses by conflating traditions from different socio-cultural practices and domains have 
multiplied during the last few decades. One example of this is the no man's land being created
by the conflation of the disciplines of sociology and philosophy (as well as literature, fiction, 
creative writing, etc). One finds this in Germany and France and numerous academic 
institutions in other countries following authors and their ideas from those to countries.



 

During the last century we have increasingly being presented with this kind of discourse 
(tradition, domain, universe) conflation in 'the arts'. Examples of this conflation of discourses 
and socio-cultural practices in 'the arts' are 'new media', performance 'art', installations, land 
'art', digital art, ready-mades, aspects of conceptual art, etc.

 

I will deal with two factors concerning this 'art conflation', a social practice that I label as 
'artertainment' – art + entertainment. I coin this neologism as it sums up and points to the 
conflation of aspects from many, diverse 'art' discourse or domains (for example, sculpture, 
painting and other visual arts, theatre, films, videos, fashion, design, photography, graphics, 
crafts, artisans, music, dance, pop music 'gigs' and shows, etc).

 

The first factor concerns the conflation of the aims, principles, traditions, norms, practices, 
techniques, frames of reference, etc of these and other discourses. The second factor concerns
the usage and function of the word 'artist' to refer to those involved in these disciplines.

 

So as to provide socio-cultural validity for, bestow legitimacy on and give meaning and value
to artertainment practices and products they are labelled, treated as and dealt with as 'art', and,
they (those involved in such practices and their 'products') are given space, publicity and 
treatment by and in individuals (critics, curators, gallerists, collectors, financiers, institutions 
of teaching and learning such as schools, colleges, universities..., etc), public spaces and 
media (galleries, museums, Biennales, fairs, films, internet, videos, television programmes, 
newspapers, books and other publications, etc) AS IF the phenomena being dealt with are 'art'
and produced or handled by 'artists'. What occurs here is that the traditions, aims, purposes, 
principles, values, norms, and other aspects of the traditions of different art discourses, 
domains and disciplines are projected on these phenomena.

This projection and the conflation of the 'aesthetic values' of different art discourses and 
traditions do not only give the (misleading?) appearance that what is being dealt with is 'art' 
(and that the phenomena involved much be treated as such), but that the phenomena has the 
same value (frequently expressed in monetary terms) as those of some and/or all of these 
domains. Those involved in this misleading treatment of such phenomena select at will and 
vary the discourses they employ in their projections and conflations and the aesthetic values 
(standards, aims, purposes) they wish to employ when dealing with the phenomena involved.

 

Of course the phenomena being dealt with IS and much be perceived and viewed as someone 
or something sacred, untouchable, for the cultural elite, the initiated clique and superior 
intelligence only as they represent 'ART' (be it someone's bed, underwear, shark, expressions,
presence etc, such as those of Hirst, Koons, Abramovic, Ono's dawn, dusk, midnight in a bed,
doors, half a room, carton boxes covered in gold leaves, etc). Place it, do it, show it in a 



gallery, museum, Biennale, fair etc, then of course it unquestionably IS 'art'. If you fail to 
accept or see this then you reveal yourself as a cultural Philistine with lower intelligence.

The second, of many socio-cultural factors that is loaded with lots of unquestioned cultural 
baggage (and in this manner introduce and involve numerous, uncritically accepted, implicit 
assumptions and pre-suppositions) is the notion of 'artist'. When someone is referred to (by 
himself and/or others) by this term al most anything s/he does or does not, thinks, wears, eats,
touches, excretes, digests, etc instantly might be perceived as 'art'. Only superior beings, 
special individuals, the highly sophisticated cultural elite is able to grasp and act on this 
divine truth. When one of the above or other 'artists' fart, walk, sit, is nude, etc they do not 
merely fart, but s/he farts art, s/he is not merely nude but reveals 'art', when they remove or 
have their vestments removed, that act is 'art', the vestments and everything touched, thought,
collected, thrown away, etc by those who assume the role of artist, becomes art, is valuable, 
can be exhibited, viewed, collected, auctioned and can be given a monetary value.

These are merely two of many factors involved when the words art and artist are employed. 
They are treated as special almost sacred words. They cannot be analysed or questioned, they 
are covered in many layers of mystique, they may only be handled by the self-appointed 
aesthetical elite, the culturally s/elected and ordained, high priests and priestesses of culture 
in the inner sanctum of the holiest of holies.

 

Ulrich de Balbian 12 June, 2015

 9  All involved in art must know the Art/ist Genome Project

AArt

sts, gallerists, critics, curators, collectors should know about the Art Genome Project, for 
different reasons.

 

It will assist everyone to be more articulate  about art, both about one's own. work as well as 
the work of others, as well as different types of visual art, different periods,  subject matter 
(or 'contents', meidum (techniques) and style and movements.

 

It thereby provides a common vocabulary -

Part I

 
What is The Art Genome Project?

The Project has two parts.

Part 1 is a list of all of the possible characteristics/terms you might apply to art.



Think about an art object, say a painting by Andy Warhol. You might say it is a painting, that 
it is a work of Pop Art, that it is a silkscreen, that it features an image of Marilyn Monroe, 
that it is very “high contrast,” or even that it emphasizes the flatness of the image.

These characteristics or terms (e.g. Pop Art, flatness, bright colors) are what we call “genes.” 

There are currently over 400 genes in what we call “The Art Genome” and they fall into the 
following categories. (In parentheses are examples of genes in the category.)

    Time Period (Pre-Impressionism, Modern, Contemporary)
    Medium (Painting, Sculpture, Installation, Video)
    Style or Movement (Pop Art, Abstract Expressionism, Young British Artists)
    Contemporary Tendencies (Tendencies occurring in contemporary art but that people might
not yet be comfortable calling “movements,” such as Contemporary Gothic or DIY)
    Concepts (Color Theory, Institutional Critique, Related to Film)
    Content (Portrait, Landscape, The Studio, Cityscape)
    Techniques (Monochrome Painting, Multiple Exposure, Sfumato)
    Geographical Regions (Where an artist has lived and worked)
    Appearance Genes (The look and feel of an object)
    Labs (Genes in development; not public)

We also have hundreds of other genes. These capture individual art-historical and artist 
influences, such as the fact that Jackson Pollock was influenced by (among other things) 
Mexican Muralism or Thomas Hart Benton.

Where did all of these genes come from?

    Hundreds of years of art-historical scholarship that we are the beneficiaries of 
    Discussions in books, periodicals and on the web surrounding contemporary art
    Many Art.sy genome team meetings and debates
    Consistent communication with all of our partners, i.e. the galleries, museums, 
foundations, collections and estates that feature their work on Art.sy. 

Part 2 is applying relevant genes to each of the 3,000 artists and 15,000 artworks on Art.sy.

The list of genes applied to artists and artworks we call their “genomes.”

Like the process of coming up with genes, the application of genes to artists and artworks is a
group effort, involving the genome team at Art.sy, extensive research, and consistent 
communication with our partners.

A few clarifications about genomes and genes:

    Every artist and artwork has their own genome. Why? To show how different, for example,
Warhol’s oeuvre (his collected works) is in comparison to individual works and how greatly 
individual works can differ from each other. 
    Genes are not tags — though we have many tags on the site — because tags are binary 
(something is either tagged “dog” or not). Genes, in contrast, can range from 0-100, thus 



capturing how strongly a gene applies to a specific artist or artwork. This nuanced connection
between works of art is impossible with a simple tagging mechanism.

So this is The Art Genome Project, the source of all the terms and related searches users see 
on Art.sy. As always, we welcome your questions and comments.

In the coming weeks, look forward to further posts on topics like precedents for The Art 
Genome Project (such as art-historical taxonomies or thesauri, encyclopedias and 
dictionaries, image atlases, and Pandora), what appearance genes try to capture, how 
algorithms relate to The Art Genome Project, and how and why “Most Similar Artworks” was
created.

— Matthew Israel, Director of The Art Genome Project

http://theartgenomeproject.tumblr.com/post/23249952747/what-is-the-art-genome-project

-------------------------

 

Part II
1000+ categories from The Art Genome Project

There are currently over 1000 categories in The Art Genome Project (last year alone we 
added close to 100 new categories!), our ongoing and evolving study into the characteristics 
and connections between artworks and artists.

Spanning art historical periods, styles and movements (Edo Art, Impressionism, Pop Art), 
subject matter (Nostalgia, Gender, City Life), techniques (Found Objects, Etching, 
Appropriation) and more, The Art Genome Project’s categories attempt to comprehensively 
capture both conceptual and formal aspects of art, architecture, and design while making 
connections between artworks and artists across history.

Explore our full list of categories here. Use our list of categories as a browseable resource of 
art history terms, or explore a category you’ve never come across (Dynamism? Digital as 
Manual?) and learn more. 

https://www.artsy.net/article/theartgenomeproject-from-pre-history-to-glitch-aesthetic-
explore-all-4

--------------------

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Art_Genome_Project
The Art Genome Project

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia 

The Art Genome Project
Art.sylogo 2.tiff
Key people Carter Cleveland



Sebastian Cwilich
Matthew Israel
Joe Kennedy
Website artsy.net/theartgenomeproject

The Art Genome Project is the search technology behind Artsy.

10  Aesthetic judgment, taste and beauty.....do people like your work from taste or as beauty?

Aesthetic judgment, taste and beauty…..

Judgments of aesthetic value rely on our ability to discriminate at a sensory level.
Aesthetics examines our affective domain response to an object or phenomenon.
Immanuel Kant, writing in 1790, observes of a man “If he says that canary wine is
agreeable he is quite content if someone else corrects his terms and reminds him
to say instead: It is agreeable to me,” because “Everyone has his own (sense of) taste”.
The case of “beauty” is different from mere “agreeableness” because, “If he
proclaims something to be beautiful, then he requires the same liking from
others; he then judges not just for himself but for everyone, and speaks of beauty
as if it were a property of things.”

ah208a ah103 ah218

Aesthetic judgments usually go beyond sensory discrimination.
For David Hume, delicacy of taste is not merely “the ability to detect all the ingredients
in a composition”, but also our sensitivity “to pains as well as pleasures,
which escape the rest of mankind.” (Essays Moral Political and Literary. Indianapolis,
Literary Classics 5, 1987.) Thus, the sensory discrimination is linked to capacity for
pleasure. For Kant “enjoyment” is the result when pleasure arises from sensation,
but judging something to be “beautiful” has a third requirement: sensation must
give rise to pleasure by engaging our capacities of reflective contemplation.
Judgments of beauty are sensory, emotional and intellectual all at once.

Viewer interpretations of beauty possess two concepts of value: aesthetics and taste.
Aesthetics is the philosophical notion of beauty. Taste is a result of an education
process and awareness of elite cultural values learned through exposure to mass
culture.
Bourdieu examined how the elite in society define the aesthetic values
like taste and how varying levels of exposure to these values can result in variations
by class, cultural background, and education. According to Kant, beauty is
subjective and universal; thus certain things are beautiful to everyone.
The contemporary view of beauty is not based on innate qualities, but rather
on cultural specifics and individual interpretations.

Factors involved in aesthetic judgment
Rainbows often have aesthetic appeal.

11 Artists make their subconsciousness visible



Artists make their subconsciousness visible

I explored the fact that much of what an artists does occurs in his subconsciousness.
It is 'there' that 'images' are stored, transformed and dug out or made visible.

Many American Abstract Expressionists believed the above to be the case and
used this insights as a principle that guided their work practice itself.

In my own case this storehouse is combined with my philosophical reflections
on and explorations of how my 'aesthetic-related' insights, perception and
thinking on art works.

Compare the above thoughts with the following words on the American
Expressionists in general and Motherwell in particular -

the artist works through his philosophical speculations as well as more,
'strictly artistic problems, in the viscosity of paint, of color fields, form, colour,
composition, line, texture, etc.

The works on display on my blogs, site (www.newstylesgallery.info,
Facebook, etc) reveal the thoughtful and inventive manner with which Ulrich,
I, approach my work and display the prolonged relevance of both my more
aesthetic inquiries, as well as my philosophical analyses of, reflections on
and explorations of the subconscious and conscious 'thinking' and activities
of the artist.

It was Matta who introduced Motherwell to the concept of “automatic” drawings.
The Surrealists often deployed the process of automatism, or abstract “automatic”
doodling to tap into their unconscious. Compare this with what I expressed above
about my own way of working.

This concept had a lasting effect on Motherwell, but it was conceptually
changed, when Motherwell met Wolfgang Paalen in Mexico and decided to
prolong his stay and to spent several months in his studio.

12 the medium is the message in contemporary art

the medium of painting is the message in contemporary art

the process is the message

The contemporary artist, composer, dancer etc show that s/he knows what s/he is doing when 
dancing,
painting, composing etc. They, we, no longer attempt to disguise how e paint, that we paint, 
how
we dance, compose etc. the process of painting itself is our subject matter.

Rembrandt attempted to disguise the fact that he is painting and how it is done, how



the subject matter appears on the canvas. The contemporary artist does not try to hide how it 
is done and the fact that he is painting.

The marks on paper or canvas are shown explicitly, they are the subject matter of the work.
They are not mere hidden tools that are used to try and create the illusion of some seemingly
real object.

From a professor in the USA on my work –

further illustrating what I wrote above:

Insightful piece of writing. Your work is reminding me more of Chinese calligraphy now, the 
kind that Merton was playing with – all done quickly. As Life emerges from Formless Spirit, 
it becomes apparent to consciousness in an unadorned state. If I filter it through thought and 
emotion it becomes something else, something from the past, something from the patterns I 
can recognize readily. Having done that, I try to take control of it without realizing that’s 
what I’m doing. I put it on canvas, paper, a piano keyboard, whatever container that I can find
to receive it. Your “marks on paper” invite me to see a cityscape (perhaps?) before it has 
familiar pattern. All I see is an act of you breathing out. I can never “trap” it because it can 
never be more than air or a Rorschach blot onto which I project the past.

The writing he refers to is this –

Photos and figurative work as mere marks on paper
mere marks on paper.. A figurative painter or photographer (and viewers of their work) may 
mistakenly think when work is viewed that they perceive ‘a real tree, a real person, a real 
flower, a real house, etc’. But what the viewer is presented with and what the artist produces 
are ‘marks on paper’.\ An artist in the ‘contemporary period’ (that is, Post- WWII, Pre-WWII 
are usually referred to as the ‘modern’ period) however, is aware of the fact s/he produces 
‘mere marks on paper’ (or whatever support s/he employs). What is perceived (and 
interpreted) ‘as if’ it is a ‘real’, more or less, three dimensional rose, face, figure, mountain, 
house, etc are really nothing more than ‘marks on paper’ ‘resembling’ and giving the illusion 
(in the mind of the viewer) of a ‘concrete, three dimensional object’. Compare these two 
works as examples of mere marks on paper – the one is mine, the other, dating roughly 1889 
of Whistler, British ‘landscape’ painter.

13 VIDEO with examples of painting as mere marks on paper

https://ulrichdebalbian.wordpress.com/2015/05/03/video-of-paintings-as-marks-on-paper-v/

 

or YOU TUBE

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1Bipxu6hIog

 
Art is dead. Making marks on paper isn't Art is dead. Making marks on ...



Ulrich de BalbianOct 25, 2015 - Making marks on paper isn't Tom Lubbock Sunday 23 
October 2011 0 comments 0 What is Painting? by Julian Bell Thames and Hudson pounds 
12.95 The art
https://youtu.be/pcTQf80UOEY Video of paintings as marks on paper ...

Ulrich de BalbianMay 3, 2015 - https://youtu.be/pcTQf80UOEY. Video of paintings as marks
on paper https://youtu.be/pcTQf80UOEY

14  It’s tough to have (high) art values and principles

Are there things such as values, principles, norms, standards and traditions in (Western) art? 
Or, is it a question of anything goes? When confronted with projects and work produced by 
the darlings of the media the impression is given that anything goes, as long as it provides 
media with something new, something different, something sensational to play around with.

I leave aside the social factors how such darlings of the media are manufactured, be it a 
Koons, Emin, Vo, Hirst, et al, and ask the question if there are general or universal values of 
visual art, principles of visual art and norms and traditions in the Western discourse of this 
socio-cultural practice. I do not wish to theorize in abstract like a Plato or Kant about beauty 
and other aspects of aesthetics, but instead wish to explore if these things are revealed by the 
body of work of individual artists.

I intentionally restrict myself to the socio-cultural practice of visual art and more specifically 
the discourse of the genre of painting. Other ‘art’ forms, such as performance ‘art’, 
installations, the new media, land ‘art’, etc will have their own discourses, traditions, 
standards, norms and practices. I have dealt with them in an articles titled ‘artertainment’ (art 
+ entertainment).

The Stuckist art group was founded in 1999 with a specific anti-Britart agenda by Charles 
Thomson and Billy Childish;[94] Hirst is one of their main targets. They wrote (referring to a 
Channel 4 programme on Hirst):

The fact that Hirst's work does mirror society is not its strength but its weakness – and the 
reason it is guaranteed to decline artistically (and financially) as current social modes become
outmoded. What Hirst has insightfully observed of his spin-paintings in Life and Death and 
Damien Hirst is the only comment that needs to be made of his entire oeuvre: "They're bright 
and they're zany – but there's fuck all there at the end of the day."[93]

A Dead Shark Isn't Art, Stuckism International Gallery 2003[95]

In 2003, under the title A Dead Shark Isn't Art, the Stuckism International Gallery exhibited a
shark which had first been put on public display two years before Hirst's by Eddie Saunders 
in his Shoreditch shop, JD Electrical Supplies. Thomson asked, "If Hirst’s shark is recognised
as great art, then how come Eddie’s, which was on exhibition for two years beforehand, isn’t?
Do we perhaps have here an undiscovered artist of genius, who got there first, or is it that a 
Hisrst stadead shark isn’t art at all?"[95] The Stuckists suggested that Hirst may have got the 
idea for his work from Saunders' shop display.[96]



In a 2008 Channel 4 documentary called The Mona Lisa Curse, art critic Robert Hughes 
claimed that Hirst's work was "tacky" and "absurd". Hughes said it was "a little miracle" that 
the value of £5 million was put on Hirst's Virgin Mother (a 35-foot bronze statue), which was 
made by someone "with so little facility".[97] Hughes called Hirst's shark in formaldehyde 
"the world's most over-rated marine organism" and attacked the artist for "functioning like a 
commercial brand", making the case that Hirst and his work proved that financial value was 
now the only meaning that remained for art.[97]

Julian Spalding, British art critic and author of the book Con Art – Why You Should Sell Your
Damien Hirsts While You Can,[98] has said "It's often been proposed, seriously, that Damien 
Hirst is a greater artist than Michelangelo because he had the idea for a shark in a tank 
whereas Michelangelo didn't have the idea for his David," and "The emperor has nothing on. 
When the penny drops that these are not art, it's all going to collapse. Hirst should not be in 
the Tate. He's not an artist. What separates Michelangelo from Hirst is that Michelangelo was 
an artist and Hirst isn't."[99][100]

Stefanie Schneider said on the Gerd Scobel documentary shown on 3sat called "Money or 
Life" in Dec 2011 that "He may be a designer, but certainly no artist."

Hirst's 2012 retrospective at the Tate Gallery, while setting records for attendance, also 
received many complaints. "Members of the public wrote to the state-funded gallery accusing
it of wasting taxpayers' money by showcasing art that was 'repetitive', 'meaningless' and 
'almost universally awful'. "[101]

The above from Wikipedia.

Hirst, who employs others to manufacture his work, states that the important thing is the idea 
in one’s head not the execution of it. I find that the execution is essential, for several reasons. 
It is in the process of execution that one develops, masters and explores techniques and 
strategies – as well as the aesthetic-related insights that underlie, precede and accompany 
them – and, another reason, one frequently develops and modifies a work in the process of 
executing it. At least in the t type of open-ended processes of working that I am concerned 
with and emphasize.

I recently stated the following when I published a few of my latest work, end July 2015: In 
my will it states that: no museum, gallery, curator, collector,etc who is in possession of any 
work from the Koons or Hirst 'art' factories, or an Ono, Emin or Danh Vo will be allowed to 
purchase or hang any of my work, as I do not wish to be associated with what is passed off as
'art' by those or similar individuals, who live OFF art and not FOR it.

Other names of ‘artists’ need to be included here, for examples those mentioned in this article
- https://ulrichdebalbian.wordpress.com/2015/08/01/artspace-artist-search-calling-all-artists-
superheroes-and-villains-of-the-art-world/

Artspace states that: As the summer’s crop of superhero movies send hyper-empowered white
knights into battle with their villainous nemeses, we wondered: who are the heroes and 



villains of the contemporary art world? After all, artists are nothing if not regular people with 
supranormal abilities, tussling it out on a global battlefield to see who will control the fate of 
art history—not to mention the world’s supply of disposable mogul income. What follows is 
a partial roster of the protagonists and antagonists vying for art-world supremacy.

MARINA ABRAMOVIC

VILLAIN: An enigmatic figure clearly employing some form of black magic, Marina 
Abramovic has a rap sheet full of mischief, including hypnotizing an entire city just by 
looking at them and getting into a performance-art brawl with Jay-Z (though the less said 
about that, the better).

TAKASHI MURAKAMI

HERO: Leading an army of narcotically amped-up monsterlings, aliens, and Buddhist sages, 
Takashi Murakami is the foe of Hirst and Koons, battling to gain control of the world’s store 
of megacollector money so that he can re-channel it to emerging artists of his beloved post-
tsunami Japan.

JENNY HOLZER

JEFF KOONS

Sherman, Wolfson, Abdessemed, Banksy, et al.

These and others fall under what I labelled as “artertainment’. 
https://ulrichdebalbian.wordpress.com/2015/07/12/artertainment/ “ARTERTAINMENT”

As observed by Wittgenstein when someone crosses the boundaries (in other words the 
tradition, principles, purpose, norms, values, attitudes, etc) of a certain discourse or socio-
cultural practice without entering those of another discourse, s/he arrives in a a kind of socio-
cultural no man’s land and no longer is meaningful or rather his/her propositions produced in 
that ‘area’ are meaningless. Attempts to manufacture such so called inter-disciplinary 
discourses by conflating traditions from different socio-cultural practices and domains have 
multiplied during the last few decades. One example of this is the no man’s land being 
created by the conflation of the disciplines of sociology and philosophy (as well as literature, 
fiction, creative writing, etc). One finds this in Germany and France and numerous academic 
institutions in other countries following authors and their ideas from those to countries.

During the last century we have increasingly being presented with this kind of discourse 
(tradition, domain, universe) conflation in ‘the arts’. Examples of this conflation of 
discourses and socio-cultural practices in ‘the arts’ are ‘new media’, performance ‘art’, 
installations, land ‘art’, digital art, ready-mades, aspects of conceptual art, etc.

I will deal with two factors concerning this ‘art conflation’, a social practice that I label as 
‘artertainment’ – art + entertainment. I coin this neologism as it sums up and points to the 
conflation of aspects from many, diverse ‘art’ discourse or domains (for example, sculpture, 
painting and other visual arts, theatre, films, videos, fashion, design, photography, graphics, 
crafts, artisans, music, dance, pop music ‘gigs’ and shows, etc).



The first factor concerns the conflation of the aims, principles, traditions, norms, practices, 
techniques, frames of reference, etc of these and other discourses. The second factor concerns
the usage and function of the word ‘artist’ to refer to those involved in these disciplines.

So as to provide socio-cultural validity for, bestow legitimacy on and give meaning and value
to artertainment practices and products they are labelled, treated as and dealt with as ‘art’, 
and, they (those involved in such practices and their ‘products’) are given space, publicity 
and treatment by and in individuals (critics, curators, gallerists, collectors, financiers, 
institutions of teaching and learning such as schools, colleges, universities…, etc), public 
spaces and media (galleries, museums, Biennales, fairs, films, internet, videos, television 
programmes, newspapers, books and other publications, etc) AS IF the phenomena being 
dealt with are ‘art’ and produced or handled by ‘artists’. What occurs here is that the 
traditions, aims, purposes, principles, values, norms, and other aspects of the traditions of 
different art discourses, domains and disciplines are projected on these phenomena.

This projection and the conflation of the ‘aesthetic values’ of different art discourses and 
traditions do not only give the (misleading?) appearance that what is being dealt with is ‘art’ 
(and that the phenomena involved much be treated as such), but that the phenomena has the 
same value (frequently expressed in monetary terms) as those of some and/or all of these 
domains. Those involved in this misleading treatment of such phenomena select at will and 
vary the discourses they employ in their projections and conflations and the aesthetic values 
(standards, aims, purposes) they wish to employ when dealing with the phenomena involved.

Of course the phenomena being dealt with IS and much be perceived and viewed as someone 
or something sacred, untouchable, for the cultural elite, the initiated clique and superior 
intelligence only as they represent ‘ART’ (be it someone’s bed, underwear, shark, 
expressions, presence etc, such as those of Hirst, Koons, Abramovic, Ono’s dawn, dusk, 
midnight in a bed, doors, half a room, carton boxes covered in gold leaves, etc). Place it, do 
it, show it in a gallery, museum, Biennale, fair etc, then of course it unquestionably IS ‘art’. If
you fail to accept or see this then you reveal yourself as a cultural Philistine with lower 
intelligence.

The second, of many socio-cultural factors that is loaded with lots of unquestioned cultural 
baggage (and in this manner introduce and involve numerous, uncritically accepted, implicit 
assumptions and pre-suppositions) is the notion of ‘artist’. When someone is referred to (by 
himself and/or others) by this term al most anything s/he does or does not, thinks, wears, eats,
touches, excretes, digests, etc instantly might be perceived as ‘art’. Only superior beings, 
special individuals, the highly sophisticated cultural elite is able to grasp and act on this 
divine truth. When one of the above or other ‘artists’ fart, walk, sit, is nude, etc they do not 
merely fart, but s/he farts art, s/he is not merely nude but reveals ‘art’, when they remove or 
have their vestments removed, that act is ‘art’, the vestments and everything touched, 
thought, collected, thrown away, etc by those who assume the role of artist, becomes art, is 
valuable, can be exhibited, viewed, collected, auctioned and can be given a monetary value.

These are merely two of many factors involved when the words art and artist are employed. 
They are treated as special almost sacred words. They cannot be analysed or questioned, they 
are covered in many layers of mystique, they may only be handled by the self-appointed 
aesthetical elite, the culturally s/elected and ordained, high priests and priestesses of culture 
in the inner sanctum of the holiest of holies.



Ulrich de Balbian 12 June, 2015

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ASdLSgaak2I

Examples of the above – artertainment – is the performance of Jay Z, with/without 
Abramovic - Performance Artist Marina Abramović Says Jay Z 'Used' Her ...

time.com/.../marina-abramovic-jay-z-collaboration-picasso-baby-th...

Time

May 19, 2015 - Performance Artist Marina Abramović Says Jay Z 'Used' Her for Picasso ... 
was inspired by Abramović's 2010 performance The Artist is Present, ...

“I will never do it again” | Spike Art

www.spikeartmagazine.com/en/articles/i-will-never-do-it-again

When Jay-Z adapted Marina Abramović's performance "The Artist is Present" (2010) for his 
video "Picasso Baby" at New York's Pace Gallery in 2013, many ...

Marina Abramovic Was Wrong About Jay Z, Rapper Did ...

www.usmagazine.com/.../marina-abramovic-jay-z-completely...

Us Weekly

May 20, 2015 - Performance artist Marina Abramovic slammed Jay Z in a new ... Baby" 
music video, mirroring the star's signature Artist Is Present style. Now ...

You visited this page on 7/31/15.

Marina Abramović: Jay Z 'completely used me' | Art and ...

www.theguardian.com › ... › Marina Abramovic

The Guardian

May 19, 2015 - The artist, who collaborated with the rapper for his 2013 video for Picasso ... 
in 2013 while the artist performed her work The Artist Is Present, in which ... For his video, 
Jay Z riffed on Abramović's work – sitting opposite a string ...

JAY Z - Picasso Baby: A Performance Art Film on Vimeo

 8:55▶ 8:55

vimeo.com › DERTV › Videos

Vimeo



Dec 3, 2013

JAY Z performs "Picasso Baby" at the Pace Gallery in New York City. Explicitly inspired by 
the artist Marina ...

Jay-Z Raps at Marina Abramović, or the Day Performance ...

hyperallergic.com/.../jay-z-raps-at-marina-abramovic-or-the-day-perfor...

Jul 10, 2013 - This afternoon Jay-Z rapped his new art-inspired song “Picasso ... Thumbnail 
image for Hans Haacke on “Gift Horse,” Gulf Labor, and Artist ...

________________________________________

• Images for Jay Z Abramovic the art is presentReport images

•

•

•

•

More images for Jay Z Abramovic the art is present

________________________________________

The Rapper Is Present - The New Yorker

www.newyorker.com/culture/.../the-rapper-is-present

The New Yorker

Jul 11, 2013 - Marina Abramović and Jay-Z paced around, staring intently into each ... Three 
years ago, when the performance artist Marina Abramović sat

15  what is painting?  abstract, non-figurative, 'realist' - are all the same to me as they are 
merely 'marks on paper',  marks used to create forms, using colours and arranged in/as a 
composition in terms of the code of the western tradition of painting

-

In contemporary cultural practices (the arts, sciences,. humanities, theology, etc) we no 
longer merely follow existing codes of our different discourses (for example that of visual art 
and more specifically the genre of painting, or philosophy and more specifically the areas of 
ontology and epistemology). No, we explore the underlying principles ( the transcendentals  
or that what underlie, go before or the pre-suppostions on which a discourse is based, for 
example  the assumptions it makes about a number of things) of these different discourses. 



These transcendentals or undrlying principles determine the world, the life world or reality of
each discourse and how it constructs that reality (for example the reality of visual art). These 
are the phenomena or things that the visual artist are concerned with, explore, transform, 
analyse, deconstruct and reconstruct. That is the REASON why painting (as a genre of visual 
art) concerns itself with all what occur on the surface (as well as the nature of the surface 
itself) of the support. In other words,  painting being concerned with the surface of the 
support is not merely a superficial activity as in this process (of explorative or experimental 
painting) everything that underlie (that are pre-conceived, assumed and pre-supposed by) 
painting (or the tradition of the cultural practice of painting, its norms, codes, ideals, values, 
etc) are identified, explored, analysed, developed, transformed and reconstructed.

16 
Ulrich de Balbian painting (unlike films, videos, and music) does not deal with a specific 
time (like scenes in a films develops and changes), painting deals only with space - the space 
of the support. But in a painting there is no time, no past, no present, no future, in a painting 
there is past, present and future ALL AT ONCE - thus a opainting is timeless, infiinite. Music 
structures, deconstruct and transforms TIME (films, videos, novels poetry do that with both 
time and space), a painting structures, explores, deconstruct and transform SPACE (not time, 
a painting is both and at the samwe time all time and no time = timeless, eternal, infinite as 
time is concerned). 
Agnieszaka I AGREE with you, with what you said. although at first sight, in a too quick 
reading of what I write, it might not seem as if I agree with what you say. Photos do the same 
as paintings,,,ulrich

17  These previous lengthy dealings with visual art is in a response to the following -

 The Critique of Pure Reason.  A large part of Kant’s work addresses the question “What can 
we know?” The answer, if it can be stated simply, is that our knowledge is constrained to 
mathematics and the science of the natural, empirical world. It is impossible, Kant argues, to 
extend knowledge to the supersensible realm of speculative metaphysics. The reason that 
knowledge has these constraints, Kant argues, is that the mind plays an active role in 
constituting the features of experience and limiting the mind’s access only to the empirical 
realm of space and time.

Kant responded to his predecessors by arguing against the Empiricists that the mind is not a 
blank slate that is written upon by the empirical world, and by rejecting the Rationalists’ 
notion that pure, a priori knowledge of a mind-independent world was possible.  Reason itself
is structured with forms of experience and categories that give a phenomenal and logical 
structure to any possible object of empirical experience.  These categories cannot be 
circumvented to get at a mind-independent world, but they are necessary for experience of 
spatio-temporal objects with their causal behavior and logical properties.  These two theses 
constitute Kant’s famous transcendental idealism and empirical realism.

 Kant argued that the human mind creates the structure of human experience,( that reason is 
the source of morality, that aesthetics arises from a faculty of disinterested judgment,) that 
space and time are forms of our sensibility, and that the world as it is "in-itself" is 
unknowable. 

I wish to question this - that space and time are forms of our sensibility. What is here meant 
by space and  time?  Visual art deals only with space and not time. So are these two ‘forms of



sensibility’ required for all human experience? I question the notions of space and time as 
such and would suggest that something like context or place are more meaningful notions in 
this context. 

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/kant-spacetime/
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2.2 Kant’s understanding of representation

In a famous passage in the first Critique, Kant indicates what he takes a representation to be 
(A320/B376-77):

figure 1 
Notice that what Kant does here actually is a kind of conceptual analysis while he imagines 
that is dealing with real  ‘processes’. 

In his words - 3.1 What is a metaphysical exposition?



What Kant calls the Metaphysical Exposition of the Concept of Space presents the first 
arguments of the Transcendental Aesthetic. Kant defines the “exposition” of a concept as 
follows: “By an exposition (expositio) I understand the clear (if it is not explicit) 
representation of what belongs to a concept; it is metaphysical if it contains what the concept 
presents as a priori given” (A23/B38). By a concept (Begriff) in this context I take Kant 
simply to mean a representation.[6]
3.2 The origin of our representation of space

In the first argument of the Metaphysical Exposition, Kant suggests that the representation of 
space cannot be empirical:

    1. Space is not an empirical concept which has been derived from outer experiences. For in
order that certain sensations be referred to something outside me (that is, to something in 
another region of space from that in which I find myself), and similarly in order that I may be
able to represent them as outside and alongside one another, and accordingly as not only 
different but as in different places, the representation of space must already underlie them 
[dazu muß die Vorstellung des Raumes schon zum Grunde liegen]. Therefore, the 
representation of space cannot be obtained through experience from the relations of outer 
appearance; this outer experience is itself possible at all only through that representation 
(A23/B38). 
It seems as if Kant is presenting us with some kind of psychological and/or physiological 
‘process”  -
3.3 The content of our representation of space

In the third and fourth arguments, Kant contends that the representation of space has a 
specifiable content that is incompatible with it being a conceptual representation. That is, he 
argues that our representation of space is not a concept, but is in fact an intuition—it is a 
singular, immediate representation. As we have seen, the distinction between sensation and 
intuition indicates that this claim does not amount to the idea that we have a sensation of 
space (an odd idea, it seems). Instead, it amounts to the claim that we have an objective 
representation of space, but one that is singular and immediate, rather than conceptual.

In order to understand the two arguments intended to establish the conclusion that we have a 
singular, immediate representation of space, it is helpful to recall Kant’s attitude toward 
concepts. From his point of view, whereas to fall “under” a concept means to be part of a 
concept’s extension, to fall “within” a concept means to be part of its intension. Just as 
significantly, the extension of a concept, in Kant’s way of thinking, is not the things that 
instantiate the concept, or the set of things to which the concepts “applies”; rather, it is the 
class of concepts that function as sub-groupings falling under this more general heading. This
idea requires clarification.

Consider the extension of <being>:[11]



 figure 2

Figure 2.

The extension of <being> is those concepts on the conceptual tree that fall “under” <being>
—those concepts are species of the genus, <being>. Kant speaks of a series of genus-species 
relations inhering between the members of the class of concepts that serve as a given 
concept’s extension; whether a concept serves as a genus or a species is relative. The concept 
<created> is a genus with respect to its species <material> and <immaterial>, but a species 
with respect to the genus <being>. The intension of a concept consists of those concepts that 
collectively constitute it. Hence the concept <human> has this intension: “rational animate 
material created being.” The concepts that collectively constitute a given concept are often 
called “Merkmale” or “Teilbegriffe,” or what might be called its conceptual parts (“Vienna 
Logic,” Ak 24: 913). To construct the concept <human>, one puts together the concepts 
<rational>, <animate>, <material>, <created>, and <being>. To formulate or to grasp the 
concept <human> just is to grasp these constituents.

https://philosophynow.org/issues/49/Kant_on_Space

Kant on Space

Pinhas Ben-Zvi thinks Kant was inconsistent in his revolutionary ideas about the nature of 
space and time.

In the first and second editions of his Critique of Pure Reason (A&B) Immanuel Kant asks: 
“What, then, are space and time? Are they real existences? Are they only determinations or 
relations of things, yet such as would belong to things even if they were not intuited?” (A23; 
B37).

At the time when he wrote that, conflicting theories of space dominated the scientific and 
philosophical world.

Sir Isaac Newton's averred an absolute and real space in the sense of Euclidean geometry. 
According to Newton, space was a self-subsistent reality, a container inside which all objects 
are placed; it was “God's boundless uniform sensorium.”

The expression ‘God's sensorium' added an unnecessary theological aspect to Newton's 
comprehensive theory and consequently attracted some criticisms like the one from Leibniz 
in his debate with Clarke. In an exchange of letters during 1715-1716, in which Clark 
defended Newton's view, Leibniz wrote that God does not need a ‘sense organ' to perceive 



objects. Leibniz argued that space is merely relations between objects and is not a self-
subsistent reality. He rejected: “… the fancy of those who take space to be a substance, or at 
least an absolute being,” and added ironically that: “…real and absolute space (is) an idol of 
some modern Englishmen.” The ‘modern Englishmen' are of course Newton and his 
adherents.
Kant's Revolution

Kant, in the quotation with which I began this article, refers to the Newtonian concept as the 
‘real existences' view, and to the Leibnizian concept as the view according to which space is: 
“only determinations or relations of things.”

In his early writings Kant sided with Leibniz and his relational space. Later on he had a 
change of heart and in his dissertation ‘Regions of Space' (1768), he embraced the Newtonian
view. This dissertation was Kant's last before he dissociated himself from both views and 
formulated his own perspective on space (and time). This was a result of what he called a 
‘Copernican revolution' in his thinking. The revolution is described by Kant as follows:

    “Up to now it has been assumed that all our cognition must conform to the objects; but all 
attempts to find out something about them a priori through concepts that would extend our 
cognition have, on this pre-supposition, come to nothing. Hence let us once try whether we 
do not get further with the problem of metaphysics by assuming that the objects must 
conform to our cognition, which would agree better with the requested possibility of an 
a priori cognition of them, which is to establish something about objects before they are 
given to us. This would be just like the first thought of Copernicus, who, when he did not 
make good progress in the explanation of the celestial motions if he assumed that the entire 
celestial host revolves around the observer, tried to see if it might not have greater success if 
he made the the observer revolve and left the stars at rest” (Preface to Critique of Pure 
Reason B/XVI)

In consequence of this revolutionary assertion Kant states that: “Space is not an empirical 
concept which has been derived from outer experiences.” (B/38) On the contrary: “…it is the
subjective condition of sensibility, under which alone outer intuition is possible for us.” 
(A/26; B/42)

In other words, Kant asserts that space (and time) are not objective, self-subsisting 
realities, but subjective requirements of our human sensory-cognitive faculties to which 
all things must conform. Space and time serve as indispensable tools that arrange and 
systemize the images of the objects imported by our sensory organs. The raw data supplied 
by our eyes and ears would be useless if our minds didn't have space and time to make sense 
of it all.

He further argues that this sensory-spatiotemporal process requires a supreme 
mediator that will synthesize the sensory input within our cognition so as to turn it into 
meaningful knowledge.

Kant called this supreme synthesizer the Categories. There are twelve Categories such as 
Unity (This A is B), Limitation (A tree is not a human being), Relation (If A then B), 
Possibility/Impossibility (A may be B), and eight others. Kant divides the twelve into four 
groups of three Categories each.



He characterised the Categories as being: “…concepts of an object in general, by means of 
which the intuition of an object is regarded as determined in respect of one of the logical 
functions of judgement.” (B/128)

One commentator likened Kant's view of space and time to a scale used by a land surveyor. 
After he has drawn the scale on a board, the surveyor adds the results of his measurements 
which, without the pre-drawn scale, would lack any meaning.

Kant further asserts that since we are dependent on our limited senses, all we can know is the 
way things appear as they are represented to us through our senses and cognition. The world 
of ‘things-in-themselves' is beyond the reach of our sensory-cognitive faculties and hence can
not be known to us.

Appearances in Kantian language are called ‘Phenomena' and ‘things-in-themselves,' are 
called ‘Noumena'.

To support his theory, Kant gave several arguments. The fourth is based on the admitted 
validity of Geometry which forms the bedrock for his proof of the properties of space.

This can be inferred from his statement that: “The apodeictic certainty of all geometrical 
propositions and the possibility of their a priori construction is grounded in this a priori 
necessity of space.” (B/39), and: “Geometry is a science which determines the properties of 
space synthetically, and yet a priori,”(B/40).
The Trouble with Geometry

Kant's view of space (and time) is the groundwork of his Critique, However the inseparable 
bond he claimed between geometry and the nature of space serves to undermine his case 
rather than support it. The following arguments question the validity of Kant's linkage 
between geometry and space; I will try to show that it is inconsistent with his assertions about
space.

When Kant refers to geometry, he must mean Euclidean geometry, since Non-Euclidean 
geometry, the brainchild of the 19th Century, was unknown to him. Hence space, in Kant's 
philosophical system must conform to Euclidean geometry. Norman Kemp Smith, in his 
Commentary on the Critique, remarked that for Kant “…space in order to be space at all, 
must be Euclidean.”

Space, in Euclidean Geometry, is a concept which is independent of the attributes of our 
human minds and senses. The word Geometry is derived from Greek – geo “earth”, and 
metron “to measure”, namely “earth measurement”. With such semantic-conceptual roots its 
hardly conceivable that Euclid regarded Geometry as divorced from an objective independent
space.

Euclid's conception of space is revealed, for instance, in Proposition 16, Book III of his 
Elements where he states that:

    “The straight line drawn at right angles to the diameter of a circle from its end will fall 
outside the circle, and into the space between the straight line and the circumference another 
straight line cannot be interposed, further the angle of the semicircle is greater, and the 
remaining angle less, than any acute rectilinear angle.



    Corollary. From this it is manifest that the straight line drawn at right angles to the 
diameter of a circle from its end touches the circle.”

Following this statement Euclid proves it:

“I say next that into the space between the straight line AE and the circumference CHA 
another straight line cannot be interposed.”

(Euclid concludes his proof with his usual Greek phrase meaning “which was to be 
demonstrated”. This phrase in the Latin translation of the Elements, is given as Quod Erat 
Demonstrandum, better known by its abbreviation - Q.E.D.)

Euclidean geometry deals with space when describing three-dimensional figures such as 
spheres, cylinders and cones. If we eliminate from geometry the property of space, it 
becomes a concept as meaningless as the concept of an non-angular triangle.

Kant, in a different context, indeed observes that: “To posit a triangle, and yet to reject its 
three angles, is self-contradictory.” (A/594; B/622).

Furthermore, Kant remarks that the perceiving of space (and time) is unique to us:

“We know nothing but our mode of perceiving them – a mode which is peculiar to us, and not
necessarily shared in by every being, though, certainly, by every human being.” (B/59).

If the mode of perceiving space is ‘peculiar to us' as ‘human beings', then it may be different 
to ‘Other Beings' such as the light dove who while: “… cleaving the air in her free flight, and 
feeling its resistance, might imagine that its flight would be still easier in empty space.” (A/5;
B/8)

In the light of Kant's own observations it is permissible to argue that to ‘Other Beings', like 
Kant's ‘light dove', space may be real and not just a mode of perceiving.
The Unthinkable Absence of Space

Kant presents an additional proof of his subjective space argument:

    “We can never represent to ourselves the absence of space, though we can quite well think 
it as empty of objects. It must therefore be regarded as the condition of the possibility of 
appearances, and not as a determination dependent upon them.” (B/38-39).

The statement that we are powerless to “represent to ourselves the absence of space” is 
however not so self-evident as to require no proof. Indeed the controversy as to whether the 
absence of space is conceivable, can be traced right back to Pre-Socratic philosophy.

Parmenides of Elea, in the early 5th Century BC, asserted that only the ‘Is' is, whilst to speak 
of the ‘Is not' is to take a “…wholly incredible course, since you cannot recognise Not Being 
(for this is impossible), nor could you speak of it, for thought and Being are the same thing.”



(The resemblance between Kant's statement about the inability to ‘represent' the absence of 
space and Parmenides' statement about the inability to ‘think' of the ‘Is Not', is quite 
interesting.)

Parmenides' concept, embraced by his disciples – the Eleatics – is considered to be a 
refutation of the teachings of his predecessor – Pythagoras – who claimed that a kind of Non-
Being does indeed exist.

Other pre-Socratics, such as Democritus of Abdera, the most prominent of the atomist 
scholars, and one who wrote and taught some decades after Parmenides, also insisted, like 
Pythagoras, that Non-Being must in fact exist, in spite of Parmenides' rigorous logic.

Plato, in his dialogue The Sophist, argues that what ‘is not' in some sense also ‘is', refuting 
Parmenides' concept of the impossibility of the Non-Being to exist. Non-being is just a being 
characterised only by its difference from ‘another' being. He asserted that the antinomy 
between Being and Non-Being is false. The only real antinomy is that of a single object of 
consciousness and all other things from which it is distinguished.

St Thomas Aquinas affirms in his Summa Theologica, that from the act of Creation “…It is 
necessary to say that God brings things into being from nothing” (ST, Ques. 45, Art 2). 
Aquinas had earlier presented the same argument in his Summa Contra Gentiles (Book II 
Chapter 16).

As I've already noted, Leibniz saw space as being merely the relations between things; space 
per se doesn't exist in the Leibnizian world. Indeed in Leibniz's philosophy the absence of 
space, as well as the representation that absence, is obligatory.

Kant is not satisfied by just eliminating the notion of the existence of a real objective space. 
He even denies the possibility to ‘represent' to ourselves such absence.

In contrast to Kant's rigourous view it seems that some of the greatest minds of all times like 
Plato, Democritus, Aquinas and Leibniz had no trouble to ‘represent to themselves' a concept 
of nothingness which means absence of space as well. Their standpoint defies Kant's 
assertion of the inability to represent the absence of space.

Kant's views on space and time have been the subject of controversy ever since the Critique 
first appeared in print. For instance, there was an interesting dispute during the 1860's and 
1870's between Trendelenburg and Kuno Fischer. Trendelenburg claimed that Kant had 
presented the dilemma between the subjectivity and objectivity of space as being exclusive. 
Accordingly, by refuting the objective alternative, Kant left us no other choice but to choose 
the subjective view of space. In contrast to Kant, Trendelenburg argued that there is 
indeed a third choice available. The third choice is the view that space may be both 
subjective and at the same time objective and real, independent of our human 
constitution.

In view of the aforesaid submissions it follows that Kant's assertion of a subjective space is 
inconsistent with his embrace of Euclidean Geometry as an indivisible and fundamental part 
of his philosophical system.

Q.E.D.



http://homepages.wmich.edu/~baldner/spacetime.htm

Space and Time

 

The sections in the Aesthetic on space and time run largely parallel, so I will go through 
material that is common to both discussions, with “asides” on the remarks that are unique to 
either.

 

Kant tells us that space and time are the pure (a priori) forms of sensible intuition.  Intuition 
is contrasted with the conceptualization (or categorization) performed by the understanding, 
and involves the way in which we passively receive data through sensibility.  Sensation itself 
is the “matter” of intuition, but its “form” lies in us, as the way in which this data is 
organized. 

 

The Metaphysical and Transcendental Expositions

 

For each space and time, Kant divides his discussion into what he calls a “Metaphysical” and 
a “Transcendental” Exposition.  In the Metaphysical Exposition, he discusses what is 
contained a priori in each, while in the Transcendental Exposition, he discusses how this a 
priori content gives rise to the possibility of synthetic a priori knowledge.

 

Space is the a priori form of “outer sense,” i.e., the faculty by which we represent “objects as 
outside us,” i.e., as “in space.”  It is only through the representation of space that we can 
experience things as distinct from ourselves (as distinct from our inner mental states).  As 
Kant says:

 

For in order for certain sensations to be related to something outside me (i.e., to something in 
another space from that in which I find myself), thus in order for me to represent them as 
outside and next to one another, thus not merely as different but as in different places, the 
representation of space must be their ground.  [p. 175]

 

Time is the pure (a priori) form of inner sense, i.e., our awareness of our own inner mental 
states.  We should be clear from the start (and we will come back to this later) that we have 



“no intuition of the soul itself, as an object” [p. 174]; that is, we do not intuit the self (or soul)
“as it is in itself,” but experience even our own inner mental states only as they appear to us 
as “inner determinations … represented in relations of time.” [p. 174]

 

While time is strictly only the form of inner sense, it is also, by implication, the form (with 
space) of outer sense.  That is, “time is the a priori condition of all appearance in general.”  
[p. 175]  This is because our intuitions of outer objects are themselves inner mental states 
which are, as such, subject to the same temporal organization as any other inner state:

 

Time is the a priori formal condition of all appearances in general.  Space, as the pure form of
all outer intuitions, is limited as a priori condition merely to outer intuitions.  But since, on 
the contrary, all representations, whether or not they have outer things as their object, 
nevertheless as determinations of the mind themselves belong to the inner state, … this inner 
state belongs under the formal condition of inner intuition, and thus of time…. [p. 174-175]

 

So, while we experience our own inner states as temporally but not spatially ordered, we 
experience things outside ourselves as occupying a determinate location in both space and 
time.

 

            Metaphysical Expositions

1)  Neither space nor time, Kant argues, is an “empirical concept.”  By this he means that we 
do not come by our understanding of space and time by first observing the objects we 
experience and then “by abstraction” noting certain features that they have in common.  His 
claim is that unless I already possessed some notions of space and time, I could never 
experience objects as spatially or temporally ordered.

 

2)  The representation of space and time are necessary grounds for the representations of 
spatial and temporal objects.  This is why we can imagine space with nothing in it and time 
with nothing happening, but we cannot represent the absence of either space or time.  Each is 
a necessary a priori representation which grounds the possibility of representations of objects 
“in” space and time.

 

3)  Neither space nor time is a “discursive” or “general concept,” but rather a pure intuition.  
The point here is that space and time are (pure forms of) intuitions and not concepts.  Each is 
essentially a “whole” or a unity, rather than a collection or multiplicity.  Consider a concept, 
such as “bachelorhood.”  Bachelors are individual things, and so the “sum of bachelors” is 
simply a collection of individual things.  The whole is nothing over an above a collection or 



aggregate of individual parts.  So, our representation of bachelorhood is the representation of 
a class of things united by a common property.  This is the nature of conceptual 
representations.  But space and time are essentially unities: space and time (as wholes) are not
simply collections of individual points in space or moments in time.  Rather, individual points
in space and moments in time are simply abstract limitations of space or time as a whole.  
That is, individual spaces and time are defined in terms of their relation to the wholes, rather 
than the other way around.  But this is the nature of intuitive representations: they are 
individual rather than general representations.

 

4)  Kant provides another argument that (our representations of) space and time are (pure 
forms of) intuitions and not concepts.  Each is represented as an “infinite given magnitude.”  
Each, that is, is represented as containing infinite parts within it, all of which are “given” in 
my representation of the whole.  Now a concept may be contained in infinitely many more 
complicated concepts (as “female” is contained in “white female,” “single white female,” 
“blond single white female,” etc.), but no concept contains within itself an infinite number of 
distinct criteria.  (For example, “bachelor” = “unmarried, male, adult.”  Here there are three 
criteria that are contained with the concept.  Kant is claiming that there are no concepts with 
infinitely long definitions.)  So, if my representations of space and time are representations of
things that contain an infinite number of parts “within” them, these representations must be 
intuitions and not concepts.

            Transcendental Expositions

We have synthetic a priori knowledge in geometry, that “science that determines the 
properties of space.”  Because this knowledge is synthetic, our representation of space must 
be (as an) intuition, because we could never arrive at synthetic knowledge by mere analysis 
of concepts.  This representation must be “original,” i.e., a priori, for only what is a priori 
could ground what is “apodictic,” i.e., what is necessary and certain.  The same things hold 
with respect to arithmetic.  As argued in the Introduction, Kant thinks that we actually have 
synthetic a priori knowledge in both geometry and arithmetic. What he argues here is that this
is possible only because space and time are the pure a priori forms of sensible intuition.

 

Conclusion

 

Kant has argued that space is merely the form of outer intuition, and not a property of nor a 
system of relations between independently real things in themselves.  Likewise, time is 
merely the form of inner intuition.  But, as the necessary a priori forms of intuitions, they are 
thereby the forms of all intuition, and so, of all cognition.  That is, everything we will ever 
perceive will be perceived as being in time, and every outer thing we will ever perceive will 
be perceived as being in space and time.  Thus, space and time are “transcendentally ideal” 
yet “empirically real.”  They are transcendentally ideal because they are merely the forms of 
intuition and not properties of nor relations between things as they exist in themselves.  They 
are merely the “subjective” forms of sense experience.  But as the necessary forms of all 
experiences, they apply universally within experience.  This is what it means to say they are 



empirically real or “objectively valid.”  Within the world as we necessarily experience it 
(within the “empirical world”), space and time are perfectly real.  They are not illusory, but as
(empirically) real as anything could be.  But their very necessity and universality within the 
world as we experience it demonstrates that they are parts of the subjectively necessary 
conditions of the possibility of experience of objects.  As subjectively necessary conditions, 
they are transcendentally ideal.  As subjectively necessary (and consequently universal) 
conditions, they are empirically real.  And this same thing then applies to all the objects that 
exist “in” space and time: they are at once transcendentally ideal and empirically real.

Also see - http://www.nyu.edu/gsas/dept/philo/courses/kant05/SpaceAndTime.pdf
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Some citations relating to Kant’s theory of space and time
1. 
The central place of transcendental idealism in critical philosophy
The system of the critique of pure reason turns on two cardinal points: as
system of nature and of freedom, one leading with necessity to the other. —The
ideality of space and time and the reality of the concept of freedom, the first
leading inexorably and analytically to the second.  According to the one,
synthetic-theoretical cognition a priori; according to the other, synthetic-practical,
likewise completely a priori.  The nature of man cannot be determined a priori (to
actions) without presupposing freedom.  It is therefore necessary to assume
something supersensible with respect to which the sensible can be considered
determinable, and, conversely, something sensible a priori in accordance with
which the supersensible determines sensibility in acts. (
Reflexionen über
Metaphysik,
AA 18 §6351, 1796-8)
2. 
Space and time are presupposed by perception (apprehension of a manifold),
not sensation (synopsis of a manifold)
—Neither simultaneity nor succession would ever enter into 
perception,
 did
not the representation of time underlie them a priori. (A30/B46)
—The representation of space cannot ... be obtained through 
experience 
of
the external relations of appearance; rather, this outer 
experience
 itself is
possible in the first place only through that representation... Space is nothing
other than the mere form of appearances of the outer senses ... given prior to all
perceptions. 
(A23/B38 and A26/B42)
Space . . . is the form of this faculty of the mind [i.e. sensibility] for perceiving
things externally. (AA 17 §4673)
—An intuition which is supposed to be possible a priori can only concern the
form under which the



object
is
intuited, for to represent something a priori means
to make a representation of it prior to and independently of 
perception, i.e.
empirical consciousness. 
(AA 20, 266)
—I prove in the first place that space (and also time, which Berkeley did not
consider) and all its determinations can be cognized a priori by us because, no
less than time, it inheres in us as a pure form of our sensibility before all
perception
 of experience and makes possible all intuition of sensibility, and
therefore all appearances. (PFM Appendix, AA 4 375)
—[P]ure intuition underlies all 
perception
 (in respect to the status of
perceptions as representations, the form of inner intuition, time, is their basis).
(A115-16)
—[S]pace is however itself nothing other than an inner mode of
representation (
Vorstellungsart
) in which certain 
perceptions
 are connected with
one another. (A378)
2
— Space is not something existing as an object of intuition (no more than time
is) but the mere form of the composition of the manifold next to and after one
another; but being positioned next to and after one another (
iuxta et post
)
presupposes space and time already in the subject: not something given in itself
for sense representation, but that which is thought as its form.  Not an object of
perception but a formal a priori condition for 
perceiving
 what is given for the
senses as a whole. (AA 22, 435)
—We know nothing but our mode of 
perceiving
 objects, which is peculiar to
us, and not necessary to every being. (A42/B59)
—[I]dealism of appearances: we are in par
t their creator from the standpoint
we apprehend [
annhenmen
] them. (AA 15 §254, 1770s)
Space and time carry with them in their represetnation the concept of
necessity.  Now this is not the necessity of a concept.  For we can prove that their
non-existence is not contradictory.  Necessity also cannot lie in the empirical
intuition.  For this can, to be sure, carry with it the concept of existence, but not of



necessary existence.  Thus this necessity is not in the object (
Object
) – objective
– at all; consequently it is only a necessary condition of the subject for all
perceptions
 of the senses. (E XVII, p. 17; 23:22-3; attached to A26-b)
3. 
Perceptible and imperceptible space and time
—In all experience something must be sensed, and this is the real of sensible
intuition.  Consequently, the space in which we are to set up experience
regarding motions must also be capable of being sensed, i.e., must be indicated
by what can be sensed; and this space as the sum total of all objects of
experience and itself an object of experience is called 
empirical space.
  Now,
such space insofar as it is material is itself movable.  But a movable space, if its
motion is to be capable of being perceived, presupposes again another enlarged
material space in which it is movable, and this enlarged space presupposes just
as well another, and so to infinity... The space in which motion is perceived is a
relative space, which itself moves again. (
The Metaphysical Foundations of
Natural Science,
 AA 5, 481)
—Subjectively, and in the actuality of consciousness, [time], just like any other
representation, is given only upon the occasion (
Veranlassung
) of perceptions.
(A453/B480 n.; see also A429/B457n.)
—The mere form of intuition, without substance, is in itself no object but merely
the formal condition of the object (as appearance), as pure space and pure time,
which are indeed something as forms of intuiting, but not objects which are
intuited (
ens imaginarium
)...  [They are 
nothing
 in that they are] empty intuition
without object, 
ens imaginarium...
 [I]f extended beings were not perceived we
could not represent space...the mere form of intuition in the absence of anything
real [is] not an object. (A290/B347 & A292/B348; see also AA18 §5577, c. 1780:
"Mere form without reality (thought as thing in itself) is 
ens
imaginarium.
Space.")
4
—Space and time, subjectively considered, are forms of sensibility; but in order to
form a concept of them as objects of pure intuition (without which nothing
whatever could be said of them), an a priori concept of a composite, hence of the
composition (synthesis) of the manifold, is required, and thus synthetic unity of



apperception in the combination of this manifold.  This unity of consciousness in
accordance with the distinctness of intuitive representations of objects in space
and time requires distinct functions to combine them, which are called categories.
(
Progress in Metaphysics, 
AA 20, p. 276)
5. 
Space and time are products of pure synthesis/composition in productive
imagination
 (see also #12)
—One can and must concede that space and time are mere thought entities and
creatures of the imagination.  But because they are the essential form of our
sensibility and the receptivity of its intuitions whereby in general objects are given
to us, and because the universal conditions of sensibility must at the same time
necessarily be a priori conditions of the possibility of all objects of the senses as
appearances and so agree with these, they are not fictitiously invented by the
imagination but underlie all its compositions and creations. (
On A Discovery,
 AA
8, 203)
—Space is not an a priori concept but an intuition, which precedes concepts.  For
where indeed are synthetic a priori judgments supposed to come from? and what
kind of object then is represented if space is yet no object?
Space is itself a synthesis a priori. (AA 18 §5876, 1783-4).
—Space and time are of course not objects of intuition, but merely its 
subjective
forms.  
They do not exist apart from representations and
are
given
only
in the
subject; i.e. their representation is an act of the subject itself and a product of the
imagination for the sense of the
subject.  Yet,
their
representation
is the cause of
the object in appearance (
phænomenon
), not derived (
repræsentatio derivativa
)
but original (
originaria
). (AA 22, 76)
—Space and time are products (but primitive products) of our own imagination;
hence, they are generated (
geschaffene
) intuitions in that the subject affects



itself. (AA 22, 37)
—The imagination (
facultas imaginandi
), as a capacity of intuitions even without
the presence of the object, is either 
productive,
 i.e. a capacity of the original
exhibition of the object (
exhibitio originaria
), which the precedes experience; or
reproductive, 
the derivative exhibition (
exhibitio derivativa
), which brings back a
previous empirical intuition.  
Pure space and time intuitions belong to the first sort
of exhibition
. 
(
Anthropology
 §28: 1790s)
6. 
Sensibility includes imagination
—Sensibility, as belonging to the cognitive faculty, is sense and imagination; (the
understanding: concepts). 
 Intuition.
 (AA 15 §229; see also §223 & §225, as well
as 
Anthropology
 §15)
5
—To empirical intuition belongs 
sense;
 to pure intuition 
imagination.
  The latter is
the capacity for intuition even in the absence of objects.  Both together, sense
and imagination, constitute the sensibility.  For intuition without relation to an
object is mere sensation and intuitions cannot be referred to an object except
through categories. (AA 18, p. 473)
7. 
Space and time are not fictions but principles of intuition
 (see PFM Pt. I, Rem.
1)
—[Space] is not 
imagined
 [
eingebildetes
] (
ens imaginarium



).  For it is the actual,
unique condition of the representation of actual external things. (AA 17 §4673, p.
639: mid 1770s)
—Time is actual 
as form 
of inner sensibility; it is thereby opposed to the fictitious
(
ficto
). (AA 18 §5320)
—Although
 time,
 posited in itself and absolutely, is an imaginary entity (
ens
imaginarium
), it is nonetheless a true concept and a condition of intuitive
representation, extending to infinity in all possible objects of the senses, insofar
as it concerns the immutable law of the sensible as such. (
1770 Inaugural
Dissertation 
§14,6)
8. 
Space and time are essential to the possibility of synthetic a priori judgment
(see B73)
—Space and time themselves are nothing other than forms of the composition
(
Zusammensetzung
) of the objects of sensation; hence, if all composition were
eliminated nothing would be left over.  The unity of consciousness in this
composition, insofar as it is considered universally, is the pure concept of the
understanding. (AA 18 §5926, 1783-4)
—Synthetic a priori cognition is possible because there are two
 intuitus a priori
:
space and time, in which a synthesis of composition is possible a priori.  The two
objects are 
quanta
 and indeed 
originaria.
  All concepts of 
quantis
 may be
constructed in them, i.e. given a priori in intuition... The 
universale
 is here given
in the 
singulari
 in intuition, and the universal of synthesis considered in the
singulari.
 (AA 18 §5593,1770s or early 1780s; see also §§ 5585, 6349 & 6357)
—



Hume
 has already performed the service of adducing a case in point, namely
the law of causality, by means of which he put all metaphysics into difficulty.
What would have happened had another formulated this difficulty in universal
terms?... “How is a priori cognition possible from synthetic judgments?”  Cognition
is a judgment out of which arises a concept having objective reality, i.e. a concept
to which a corresponding object can be given in experience.  However, all
experience consists of an intuition of an object, i.e. an immediate and individual
representation through which the object is given for cognition, and of a concept,
i.e. a representation mediated by a mark common to various objects whereby the
object is thought.  – Neither of these modes of representations constitutes a
cognition by itself; and if synthetic a priori cognitions are to be given, then there
6
must be a priori intuitions as well as a priori concepts, the possibility of which
must be discussed before anything else; and then their objective reality must be
proved by [showing that] their use is necessary in respect of the possibility of
experience. (
Progress 
AA 20, 266)
—The first thought from which the faculty of representation proceeds is the
intuition of itself and the category of the synthetic unity of the manifold, i.e. of pure
(not empirical) representation which precedes perception under the a priori
principle, how are synthetic a priori propositions possible?  
The answer to which
is: they are contained by way of identity in the unconditioned unity of space and
time as pure intuitions...
  — These forms [viz. space and time] lie a priori in the
faculty of representation and are actually the real in the subject from which the
cognition of the object can alone take place (
Forma dat Esse rei
).  The possibility
of a system of perceptions as belonging to the unity of experience is at the same
time the ground of the coexistence of perceptions and succession of appearances
which these can produce and which already have their place a priori in the
understanding.  — That the forms in the synthesis of intuition and the principles of
its unity at the same time contain the 
construction
 of these concepts as in
mathematics — this is an analytic proposition according to the principle of
identity.  No Theaetetus, no skepticism, can work against it. (AA 22, 11)
1
—How are synthetic a priori propositions, i.e. how is a metaphysics of nature
possible?  Answer: through the representation of objects in space and time
(
coexistentia et successio
) as in one relationship of the subject to itself as an
object within appearance, hence according to a formal principle of combination.
(AA 22, 67)
9. 
Do not confound the space presupposed by geometry with the space it



constructs
(a particular risk when interpreting “formal intuition” at B160n. and
PFM, Pt. I, Rem. I)
—Metaphysics must show how one can 
have
 the representation of space, but
geometry teaches us how to 
describe
 a space, i.e. exhibit (not by drawing) in
representation a priori.  In the former, space is considered as 
given,
 prior to
1
Hegel seems to have grasped this point (on the basis mainly of B160 + n.): "How are 
synthetic judgments
possible a priori?  The problem expresses nothing other than the idea that in the subject and 
predicate of the
synthetic judgment — the former the particular, in the form of being, the latter the universal, 
in the form of thought
— the heterogeneous are concomitant a priori, i.e. absolutely identical... One catches sight of 
this idea through the
shallowness of the deduction of the categories.  With respect to space and time, it is not 
where it ought to be, in
the transcendental exposition of these forms, but only in the sequel, when, in the deduction of
the categories, the
original synthetic unity of apperception finally comes to the fore, and is recognized as the 
principle of figurative
synthesis, or the forms of intuition [re: 
formal intuitions
]; there, space and time are conceived as synthetic unities,
and the productive imagination, i.e. spontaneity and absolute synthetic activity, as the 
principle of sensibility which
previously had been characterized only as a receptivity." (
Faith and Knowledge,
 p. 297)  It may be doubted
whether Kant should, or even could, have made this point clear in the Aesthetic: as he 
remarks at B160n., this
unity belongs to sensibility, yet it is founded on the understanding; it thus relates to a sense of
“understanding”prior
to the division between aesthetic and logic, namely,  understanding as the faculty of the unity 
of apperception.
This faculty could not be elucidated until the subjective transcendental deduction of the 
categories, the brief of
which is to explain the possibility of the understanding itself, and therefore even of logic (see 
B131 and B133-4n.).
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