Nékolik uvah nad konikem, aneb
O ptvodu umélecké formy’

PREDMETEM tohoto ¢lanku je docela obycejny konik na ty¢i. Neni ani metaforicky, natoZpak
Cist¢ imaginarni, pfinejmensim o nic vic nez nasada od smetéku, o niz psal své uvahy Swift.
Byva spokojen se svym mistem v koutku Skolky a nemé Zadné estetické ambice. Ptikrasy se
mu vskutku hnusi. Jako t€lo mu staci ty¢ od smetdku a hlava jen hrubé tvarovana pouze
naznacujici horni ¢ast, slouzici k uchyceni otézi. Jak ho méme pojmenovat? Mame ho popsat
jako ,,obraz kon&“? Autofi Oxfordského kapesniho slovniku by stim sotva souhlasili.
Definovali obraz jako ,,napodobeni vnéjsi formy objektu, a ,,vné€j$i forma*“ koné se tu
,henapodobuje”. Tolik k tomu, co Spatného lze fici o ,,vn&jsi formé“, o tomto tézko
postizitelném pozulstatku fecké filosofické tradice, ktera tak dlouho ovlddala nas esteticky
jazyk. Nastésti v nasem slovniku najdeme jiné slovo, které by se mohlo osvéd¢it mnohem
1épe, totiz reprezentace. Cteme, Ze reprezentovat lze uzit ve vyznamu ,,vyvolavat v mysli
nebo ve smyslech podobnost tvaru popisem, zpodobenim nebo piedstavivosti, slouzit, nebo
byt minén jako néco podobného, ..., znamenat néco, byt vyskytem néceho, stdt na misté
néceho, byt nahrazkou néceho. Zpodobeni kon€? Jistéze ne. Nahrazka za koné? Ano, to je
ono. Tato formulka zfejmé tika vice nez se zda.

I

OSEDLEJME naseho dfevéného ofe do bitvy proti duchiim, ktefi dosud strasi v jazyce
umélecké kritiky. Jeden z nich se opevnil pravé v Oxfordském slovniku. Jeho definice obrazu
implikuje to, Zze umélec ,,napodobuje vnéjsi formu* objektu, ktery ma pred sebou, na
pozorovateli pak je, aby rozpoznal ,,pfedmét™ uméleckého dila podle jeho ,,formy*. Tomu se
fika tradi¢ni pojeti reprezentace. Z toho dale plyne, ze umélecké dilo je bud’ vérnou kopii,
vlastné¢ dokonalou replikou, reprezentovaného objektu, nebo ptredpokladd jisty stupent
»abstrakce®. Docteme se, ze umélec abstrahuje ,,formu* zobjektu, ktery vidi. Sochat
obycejné abstrahuje trojrozmérnou formu a abstrahuje od barvy; malif abstrahuje obrysy a
barvy a abstrahuje od tfetiho rozméru. V tomto kontextu mizeme slyset, ze kreslifska linie je
»uzasnym vykonem abstrakce, protoze se nevyskytuje v piirodé”. Moderni sochai typu
Brancusiho byva veleben ¢i zatracovan za to, ze(1) ,,abstrakci konsekventn¢ dohnal az do
extrému®. A konecné nalepka ,,abstraktni uméni“ pro tvorbu ,.Cistych® forem s sebou nese
podobné implikace. Staci se vSak podivat na naseho konika, abychom naznali, ze sama
pfedstava abstrakce jako komplikovaného mentalniho tkonu, nés pfivede k podivuhodnym
absurditam. Vypravi se jeden stary estradni vtip o opilci smekajicim zdvortile klobouk pred
kazdou pouli¢ni lampou. D4 se snad fici, ze kotalka tak zvySila jeho schopnost abstrakce, Ze
je razem schopen izolovat formalni kvalitu vztyCenosti jak z kandeldbru tak z lidské postavy?
Funkce na$i mysli spo¢ivd samoziejm¢ spiSe v diferenciaci nez v generalizaci, a dité bude
jist¢ dlouho nazyvat vSechny ¢tvernozce urcité velikosti ,,ihahd®“, nez se nauci rozliSovat
plemena a ,,formy*!”

' Tento esej byl piivodné napsan jako prispévek do sborniku sympézia o formé v ptirodé a v uméni, Aspects of
Form, vydal L. L. Whyte, Londyn 1951.

%V oblasti uméni tento proces diferenciace spise nez abstrakce vtipné popsal Oliver Wendell Holmes v eseji
,»Cacoethes Scribendi®, z knihy Over the Teacups, Londyn 1890: Je to stejné jako miij plan ... vyuky kresleni.
... Clovék se z uréité vzdalenosti jevi jako tmava tecka — nic vic. Dobfe. Kdokoli umi udélat tecku. ... Lekce ¢.
1. Udélej tecku, tj. nakresli svého ¢loveka ve vzdalenosti ptl druhého kilometru. ... Ted” ho nech pfijit o kousek
bliz. ... Z tecky se stal jakysi podélny tvar. Dobie. Nechte svého zaka nakreslit podélny tvar. Je to stejné



II

PAK tu mame prastary problém aplikace univerzalii na uméni. Klasické formulace se mu
dostalo v platonizujicich akademickych teoriich. ,,Malif historickych témat,” fikd Reynolds,
,maluje ¢lovéka obecné, portrétista pak konkrétniho &lovéka, tedy nedokonaly model.«® To je
samoziejm¢ aplikace teorie abstrakce na urcity problém. Ta implikuje, Ze portrét jakozto
pfesnd kopie ,,vnéjsi formy* clovéka se vSemi ,nedostatky” a ,ptipadky”, odkazuje
k individualni osobé presné tak, jako vlastni jméno. AvSak malif, ktery chce ,,vyzdvihnout
svij styl” si nev§ima konkrétniho a ,.generalizuje formy*. Jeho obraz uz nereprezentuje
konkrétniho Clovéka, nybrz spise tfidu nebo pojem ,,Cloveék®. Tento argument se vyznacuje
matouci jednoduchosti, ale pfesto obsahuje alespoil jeden neodivodnény ptedpoklad, tj. ze
kazdy obraz tohoto druhu nutné¢ odkazuje k né¢emu mimo sebe — at’ uz to ma byt individuum,
nebo tfida. Ale ukdZeme-li na obraz a fekneme ,,to je ¢loveék*, nemusi to jest¢ implikovat nic
v tomto smyslu. Piisné vzato miizeme dany vyrok interpretovat tak aby znamenal, Ze obraz
sam je prvkem tfidy ,,Clovek®. Tato interpretace viibec neni tak nevhodnd, jak by se mohlo
zdat. Nas konik by vlastné ani nepiipoustél jinou interpretaci. Z logiky Reynoldsova
uvazovani by mél reprezentovat maximalné zobecnénou predstavu konovitosti. Ale fika-li
dité ty¢ce kun, zjevné tim nemysli nic podobného. Ty¢ neni ani znakem oznacujicim pojem
kon¢ ani portrétem individudlniho koné. Svou schopnosti slouzit jako ,,ndhrazka® se tycka
stava koném sama o sob¢, patii do tfidy ,,ihahd“, a dokonce si mize vyslouzit skutecné
vlastni jméno.

Kdyz Pygmalion tesal do mramoru postavu, nereprezentoval nejprve ,,zobecnénou* lidskou
formu, a pak postupné konkrétni zenu. Nebot’ kdyz mramor odsekdvanim ulomka ozivoval,
nezmeénil se kvadr v portrét, dokonce ani v tom nepravdépodobném piipadé, ze by pouzival
zivy model. Tak kdyz jeho modlitby byly vyslySeny a socha ozila, byla to Galatea, a nikdo
jiny —(2) lhostejno zda byla vytvorena v archaickém, idealistickém, nebo naturalistickém
stylu. Carod&jnice, kterd vyrobila ,zobecnénou“ voskovou figurku nepiitele, ji mohla
zamyslet jako odkazujici k nékomu urcitému. Pak by pronesla spravné zaklinadlo, aby toto
spojeni ustanovila — stejné jako i my miZzeme umistit popisku pod generalizovany obraz za
stejnym ucelem. Takto oznacit je vSak tfeba 1 pfislovecné repliky ptirody, voskové figuriny
Madame Tussaud. Obrazy v galeriich oznacené Stitkem jsou ,,portréty velkych®. Postava na
schodisti vytvofena, aby oklamala navstévnika, jednoduSe reprezentuje ,,jakéhosi‘
sluzebnika, pouhy prvek tfidy. Stoji tam jako ,,ndhrazka“ za ofekévaného strazného — ale
v Reynoldsové smyslu je vice ,,zobecnéna™.

111
PREDSTAVA, Ze uméni je spiSe ,stvofeni” nez ,,napodobeni” je dostate¢né¢ znama. Byla
hlasana v mnoha podobach od dob Leonarda tvrdiciho, ze malif je ,,panem viech véci®,* az
po Kleea, ktery chtél tvofit tak jako piiroda.” Ale vazné konotace metafyzické moci zmizi,
jakmile pfejdeme od uméni ke hrackdm. Dité ,,vytvoii* vlak z n€kolika kostek nebo tuzkou
na papife. Je nam zatézko zbavit se predsudku, Ze vSechny obrazy je tieba ,,Cist”, jakoby

odkazovaly k imaginarni nebo skute¢né realité, protoze jsme zcela obklopeni plakaty a

jednoduché jako udélat vykiicnik. ... Tak se model postupné piiblizuje. Nadany zék se nau¢i naértnout lidskou
postavu za deset lekci, pfiblizime-li model pokazdé o 150 m.*

* Discourses on Art (Everymanovo vydani, s. 55). Historicky vznik této predstavy jsem diskutoval v ¢lanku
»lcones Symbolicae®, v: Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, (X1) 1948, s. 187, a nékteré
techniCtejsi aspekty tohoto vzniku v recenzi na knihu Charlese Morrise, Signs, Language, and Behavior, New
York 1946, v Gasopise The Art Bulletin z biezna 1949. Re¢eno Morrisovou terminologii se v téchto Givahach
zabyvame povahou a ptivodem ,,ikonického znaku*.

* Leonardo da Vinci, Paragone, vydal 1. A. Richter, Londyn 1949, s. 51.

> Paul Klee, On Modern Art, Londyn 1948. K historii piedstavy deus artifex viz E. Kris a O. Kurz, Die Legende
vom Kiinstler, Viden 1934.



novinami s obrazky zbozi a udalosti. Jen historikové védi, jak tézké je divat se na
Pygmalionovo dilo, aniz bychom ho srovnavali s pfirodou. Nedavno jsme vsak byli
upozornéni, jak zcela dezinterpretujeme primitivni nebo egyptské umeéni, predpokladame-li,
ze umélec ,,deformuje* svilj motiv, nebo dokonce Ze se pro nas svym dilem snazi zaznamenat
n&jakou uréitou zkuSenost.’ V mnoha piipadech tyto obrazy reprezentuji ve smyslu byt
nahrazkou. Hlinény ktn a sluzebnik pohtbeni v hrobce mocného zaujimaji mista zivych. Idol
zaujima misto boha. Otazka, zda reprezentuje ,,vnéjsi formu* konkrétniho bozstva, nebo, pro
tento ucel, tfidu démont, je pon¢kud nemistna. Idol slouzi jako ndhrazka Boha v kultu a ritu
— je to bith vytvoreny ¢lovékem presné v tom smyslu, v jakém je konik ¢lovékem vytvorenym
kon&m; ptat se dal znamena riskovat klam.’
Je tu viak daldi nedorozuméni, proti némuZ je tieba se ohradit. Casto se instinktivné
pokousime zachranit naSi predstavu ,reprezentace” piesunem na jinou rovinu. Kde
nemuzeme obraz pfifadit k motivu z vnéjSiho svéta, bereme ho jako zpodobeni motivu
zumélcova svéta vnitiniho. Mnohé ztoho, co bylo kriticky (i nekriticky) napsano jak o
primitivnim tak o modernim uméni, prozrazuje tento predpoklad. Ale aplikace naturalistické
predstavy zpodobeni na sny a vize — byt by samy byly nevédomymi obrazy — s sebou nese
celou fadu otazek.® Konik nezpodobuje nasi predstavu kon&.(3) Strasliva pfiSera nebo
legracni oblicej bezdéky naCmarané na savém papife nejsou vyrazem nasi mysli tak, jako je
barva vytlaCena ztuby. Samoziejmé, Zze kazdy obraz cosi napovidd o svém tvirci, ale
uvazovat o ném jako o snimku pfedem dané skutecnosti by znamenalo pojimat chybné cely
proces tvorby obrazu.

v
DOSTANEME se s na$i nahrazkou dal? Snad ano, uvazime-li, jak se ndhrazkou mohla stat.
,»Prvni* konik (abychom uzili jazyka 18. stoleti) nebyl pravdépodobné viibec obrazem. Prosté
jen tycka, ktera se kvalifikovala jako ktin, protoze se na ni da jezdit (obr. 1).

MEDITATIONS ON A HOBBY HORSE (Figs. 1-7)

I. ISRAEL VAN MECKENEM (died 1503): Children playing. Engraving

1. Israel van Meckenem (zemiel 1503): Hrajici si déti. Rytina.

S H. A. Groenewegen-Frankfort, Arrest and Movement: An Essay on Space and Time in the Representational Art
of the Ancient Near East, Londyn 1951.

7 Tento problém, ktery jsem diskutoval ve ¢lanku ,,Icones Symbolicae®, loc. cit., se snad stava naléhavym jen

v kontextu realistického uméni. Pouze tam nachazi oporu predstava, Ze alegoricky obraz, feknéme spravedlnosti,
musi byt portrétem spravedlnosti dlici na nebesich.

¥ K historii této chybné interpretace a jejim diisledkiim srov. mj ¢lanek ,,Uméni a obrazy v dobé romantismu®,
vydany znovu v tomto svazku.



Tertium comparationis, obecnym aspektem byla spiSe funkce nez forma. Nebo piesnéji, ta
vlastnost formy, ktera spliiuje minimalni pozadavky pro vykon funkce — protoze jakykoli
predmét, ,,na némz se da jezdit,” muze slouzit jako kun. Je-li to pravda, budeme schopni
prekrocit hranici, ktera je vétSinou povazovana za uzavienou a zapeceténou. Nebot’ ndhrazky
v tomto smyslu zasahuji hluboko do biologickych funkci spole¢nych ¢lovéku a zviteti. Kocka
se honi za mickem, jakoby to byla mys. Dité si saje palec, jakoby to byl prs. Palec
Lreprezentuje pro dité prs vtom smyslu, jako micek pro kocku mys. Ani zde nezalezi
»reprezentace® na formalnich podobnostech, krom& minimalnich pozadavkl na funkci. Micek
nema nic spole¢ného s mysi, kromé toho, ze se da chytat. Prs s palcem, Ze se da sat. Jako
»hahrazky* spliuji jisté naroky organismu. Jsou kli¢i, které zapadnou do biologickych nebo
psychologickych zamki, nebo faleSnymi mincemi, které vhozeny do otvoru uvedou stroj do
chodu.

V jazyce skolky lze psychologickou funkci ,,reprezentace* dosud rozpoznat. Dit¢ odmitne
dokonale naturalistickou pannu ve prospéch hrozivé ,abstraktniho® pandka, ktery je
,miloucky*. Dokonce se miize viibec vzdat prvku ,,formy* a oblibit si jako svého oblibené¢ho
»teSitele® deku nebo prikryvku — ndhrazku, kterou zahrne svou laskou. Pozdé&ji v zivoté, jak
pravi psychoanalytikové, miize toutéz laskou zahrnout vhodnou, nebo nehodnou Zzivou
nahrazku. Uc¢itelka mize ,,zaujmout misto* matky, diktator, nebo dokonce nepfitel miize zacit
Lreprezentovat® otce. SpoleCnym jmenovatelem symbolu a symbolizované véci tedy neni
,,vnéjsi forma®, nybrz funkce; symbol matky lze milovat, obrazu otce se Ize obavat, ptipadné
jakkoli jinak by tomu mohlo byt.

Takovyto psychologicky pojem symbolizovani nés tedy ziejmé zavadi velmi daleko od
presnéjSiho vyznamu, ktery slovo ,reprezentace* ziskalo ve figurativnim uméni. Muze
spocivat néjaka vyhoda v tom, kdyz vSechny tyto vyznamy smisime dohromady? Mozna ano,
nebot’ se zda, ze stoji za to zkusit cokoli, abychom symbolickou funkci osvobodili z jeji
izolace.(4)

»Puvod uméni* prestal byt popularnim tématem. Ale piivod konika by mohl byt piipustnym
pfedmétem spekulace. Piredpokladejme, Ze se vlastnik tycky, na niz hrdé cvalal krajinou,
v hravé nebo magické néladé — a kdo by snad byl vzdy s to mezi nimi rozlisit? — rozhodl
pfipevnit ji ,skutecné* otéze a nakonec ho zldkalo ,opatiit” tyCku jeSté¢ dvéma oc€ima
v blizkosti horniho konce. Trocha travy by se snad hodila jako hiiva. A tak nds§ vynalezce
»ziskal koné“. Vytvofil si ho. S touto fiktivni udalosti, ktera ma urcity vztah k predstave
figurativniho umeéni, jsou spojeny dvé véci. Jednou z nich je, oproti tomu co se nékdy tika, ze
se vtomto procesu vibec nemusela vyskytnout komunikace. Vynalezce nemusel mit
v umyslu svého koné viibec nékomu ukazovat. Slouzil pouze jako ohnisko jeho fantazii, jak
se tak projizdel — ackoli spiSe plnil tutéz funkci pro kmen, kterému ,,reprezentoval jakéhosi
kotiského démona plodnosti a sily.” Ponauéeni z tohoto ,,pfib&hu vypravéného jen tak* lze
shrnout, fekneme-li, Ze nahrazeni miize predchazet zpodobeni a tvorba komunikaci. Zbyva
jen nahlédnout jak takovou obecnou teorii testovat. Pokud to lze, pak by vskutku mohla
objasnit mnohé konkrétni otazky. Dokonce piivod jazyka, tento neblaze prosluly problém
spekulativni historie'® by snad bylo moZno zkoumat z tohoto hlediska. Co kdy? je totiz tieba
spojit teorii ,,¢ary mary*, kterd vidi pivod jazyka v napodobovani, s teorii ,,hm pche* vidici
jeho ptivod v emotivnich citoslovcich? Vysledna teorie, jiz bychom mohli fikat ,,miam
mnam®, by pracovala s primitivnim lovcem, ktery za probd¢lych hladovych zimnich noci

? Pfinejmensim by to bylo minéni Lewise Spence, z jeho knihy Myth and Ritual in Dance, Game, and Rhyme,
Londyn 1947. A také Busyho, puritana od Bena Jonsona: ,,Tviij konik je modla, sprosta a hruba modla: A ty
Nabuchodonozor ... z pohadky(?), ktery ho nastrojuje$ détem, aby pfed nim padaly a vzyvaly ho*. (Bartholmew
Fair, jednani III., scéna 6.).

' Srov. Géza Revész, Ursprung und Vorgeschichte der Sprache, Bern 1946.



vydéaval zvuky pfijimani potravy, nikoli proto aby komunikoval, nybrz jako néhrazku
pojidani — mozné ho doprovazel ritudlni chor pokousejici se evokovat piizrak jidla.

A%

EXISTUJE jedna oblast, v niz vyzkumy ,reprezentativni funkce forem v nedavné dobé
podstatné pokrocily, tj. psychologie zvifat. Plinius, a nescetni autofi po ném, povazoval za
nejvyssi triumf naturalistického uméni, kdyZ se malifi podafilo oklamat Spacky nebo koné.
Tyto anekdoty implikuji, Ze lidsky pozorovatel na malbé snadno rozpoznd hrozen vina,
protoze rozpoznani je u n¢j rozumovym aktem. V piipadé ptaka je vSak to, ze na malbu
nalétavaji znakem dokonale ,,objektivni* iluze. Tato pfedstava je piijatelna, le¢ chybna. Jako
past na mouchy tse-tse ziejm¢ postaci pouhd silueta kravy, protoze na mouchy néjak
ptitazlivé plsobi a ,,oklame* je. D& se fici, Ze pro mouchu ma hrubé tvarovand past
»signifikantni® formu — tj. biologicky signifikantni. Zda se, ze zrakové vjemy tohoto druhu
hraji ve svété zvifat dilezitou roli. Zménami tvaru ,,atrap®, na néz zvifata reagovala, byl
stanoven ,,minimalni obraz®, ktery je§té stadi k tomu, aby vyvolal uréitou reakci.'' Tak
ptacata oteviraji zobacky, vidi-li, jak se ke hnizdu pfiblizuje krmici(5) rodi¢, budou to vSak
délat, i kdyZ se jim ukazou dva tmavé kruhy rtzné velikosti, silueta hlavy a téla ptéka
,reprezentovana“ ve své maximalné ,,zobecnéné* formé. Jisty druh rybiho potéru Ize dokonce
oklamat dvéma prostymi horizontaln¢ usporadanymi teckami, které rybky povazuji za oci
matky, v jejiz hubé jsou zvyklé se skryvat pred nebezpecim. Zeuxidova slava musela spocivat
na jinych vykonech nez na klamani ptakd.

,»Obraz vtomto biologickém smyslu neni napodobou vngjsi formy objektu, nybrz
napodobou jistého upiednostiiovaného nebo relevantniho rysu. Pravé zde by se mohlo
otevirat §iroké pole pro vyzkum. Nebot’ &lovék se tomuto typu reakce nevymyka.'> Umélec
snazici se reprezentovat viditelny svét se nesetkavd jednoduse s neutralni smésici forem,
které chce ,,napodobit”. Nase univerzum je strukturované a jeho hlavni silocary jsou dosud
ohybany i1 ur¢ovany naSimi biologickymi a psychologickymi potifebami, jakkoli mohou byt
prekryty kulturnimi vlivy. Vime, Ze v nasem svété existuji jisté upfednostiiované motivy, na
néz reagujeme az prili§ snadno. Mezi nimi ziejmée vynika lidska tvar. At uz instinktivné, nebo
na zaklad¢é velmi ran¢ho nacviku jsme témét kdykoli schopni izolovat expresivni rysy tvaie
z chaosu vjemu, které ji obklopuji, a reagovat na jeji nejjemnéjsi variace zpuisobené strachem
nebo radosti. Cely na$ smyslovy aparat je jaksi ptecitlivély ve sméru fyziognomického
vidéni" a sebemensi naznak nam sta&i k vytvofeni expresivni fyziognomie ,,hledici“ na nas
s prekvapivou intenzitou. Ve stavu emotivniho vzruseni, v temnot€ nebo pod vlivem horecky,
muze citlivost spousté dosahnout patologickych forem. Lze vidét obli¢eje ve vzorku tapety a
tfi jablka vystavena na mise na nas mohou zirat jako dvé o€i se SaSkovskym nosem. Neni
divu, ze je tak jednoduché ,,vytvofit“ obli¢ej ze dvou tecek a jedné carky, byt by se jejich
geometrické uspofddani znacné liSilo od ,,vnéjSi formy* skutecné hlavy. Jako model
experimentl, které by se v tomto sméru daly provést, ndm mulze poslouzit znamy graficky
vtip, ,,dvousmérna tvar (obr. 2).

" Viz ¢lanek Konrada Lorenze ,,Die angeborenen Formen méglicher Erfahrung®, v: Zeitschrift fiir
Tierpsychologie (V) 1943, a diskusi téchto experimenttl v knize E. Grassiho a Th. von Uexkiilla Vom Ursprung
und von den Grenzen der Geisteswissenschaften und Naturwissenschaften, Bern 1950.

12 K. Lorenz, loc. cit. Cituji-li tento ¢lanek, neimplikuje to podporu autorovych moralnich zavéri. K tomuto
obecnéj$imu tématu viz knihu K. R. Poppera The Open Society and Its Enemies, ptedevsim kapitolu I, s. 59 ad.
as. 268.

3 F. Sander, ‘Experimentelle Ergebnisse der Gestaltpsychologie’, Berichte iiber den 10. Kongress fiir
Experimentelle Psychologie, Jena 1928, s. 47, se zminuje o experimentech, které ukazuji, Ze je mnohem t&zsi
odhadnout vzdalenost dvou tecek, jsou-li izolované, nez kdyz maji reprezentovat oci ve schematickém obliceji,
¢imz ziskavaji fyziognomickou signifikanci.



2.G.M. MITELLI (1634-1718): Reversible face. Drawing. Bologna, Biblioteca dell’Archiginnasio

2. G. M. Mittelli (1634-1718): Dvousmérna tvar-. Kresba. Bolona, Biblioteca dell’ Archiginnasio.

Obrazek ukazuje, do jaké miry ma skupina tvard, které se daji Cist jako fyziognomie,
prednost pied jakymkoli jinym ¢tenim. Strana, kterd je ve sprdvném sméru, se bude jevit jako
presvédcivy oblicej, zatimco to, co je nad ni, se rozpadne do pouhého shluku forem, ktery
pfijmeme jen jako podivnou pokryvku hlavy.'* Na dobrych obrazcich tohoto druhu je
vskutku obtizné vidét obé tvaie naraz, a snad nikdy neuspéjeme zcela. NaSe automaticka
reakce je siln€j8i nez rozumové uvédomeéni.

Vidéno ve svétle biologickych piikladli diskutovanych vyse neni na tomto pozorovani nic
ptekvapujiciho. Mizeme se odvazit hadat, Ze tento typ automatického rozpoznavani zavisi na
dvou faktorech, a sice na podobnosti a biologické relevanci, ty pak budou v urcitém
prevraceném poméru. Cim vyssi je pro nas biologicka relevance objektu, tim spise budeme
nastaveni na jeho rozpoznani — a(6) tim tolerantnéj$i budou nase standardy korespondence
formy. V eroticky nabité atmosféfe vyvolava sebemen$i ndznak formalni podobnosti
s pohlavnimi funkcemi pozadovanou reakci a totéz je pravda o snovych symbolech
zkoumanych Freudem. Hladovy ¢lovék je podobné nastaven na objevovani jidla — bude
prohledavat svét pro sebemensi piislib potravy. Clovék padajici hladem si mize jidlo
promitat dokonce do nepodobnych véci nejriznéjsiho druhu — tak jako Chaplin ve Zlatém
opojeni, kdyz se mu jeho obrovsky pfitel najednou zméni v kufe. Nemohla to snad byt
zkuSenost podobného druhu, kterd nase lovce pégjici ,,miammm mnhammm® stimulovala
k tomu, aby svou vytouzenou koftist uvidéli ve skvrnach a nepravidelnych tvarech temnych
stén jeskyni? Snad Casem zalali tento zéaZitek v hlubokych tajemnych zakoutich skal
vyhledavat, stejn¢€ jako Leonardo vyhledaval zficené zdi, aby napomohl své vizuélni fantazii.
Nemohlo je snad nakonec cosi pohnout k tomu, aby takové ,cCitelné* obrysy vyplnili
barevnou hlinkou — aby tak ziskali alespon néco ,,zasazitelného ostépem*, kterézto by pak
néjakym magickym zptisobem mohlo ,,reprezentovat™ néco jedlého? Neexistuje zpiisob jak
takovou teorii otestovat, je-li vSak pravda, ze jeskynni umélci Casto ,,vyuzivali® ptfirozenych
skalnich formaci,”” pak by to, spolu s ,eidetickou” povahou jejich d&l,'® nasi fantazii

' Velkou sbirkou takovychto obli¢ejti je napi. Laurence Whistler, Oho! The Drawings of Rex Whistler, Londyn
1946.

"> G. H. Luquet, The Art and Religion of Fossil Man, Londyn 1930, s. 141 ad.

'“G. A. S. Snijder, Kretische Kunst, Berlin 1936, s. 68 ad.



piinejmensim neodporovalo. Velky naturalismus jeskynnich maleb mize byt ovSem velmi
pozdnim kvétem. Snad odpovidd nasemu pozdnimu, odvozenému a naturalistickému
konikovi.

VI

BYLO tedy zapotiebi dvou podminek, aby se nase tycka zménila v konika: prvni, Ze jeji forma
prosté umoziiovala, aby se na ni dalo jezdit; a druhé — zfejmée rozhodujici —, Ze na jezdéni
zalezelo. Nastesti dosud neni tifeba zvlaStniho namahani pfedstavivosti, abychom porozuméli
tomu, jak se kiin mohl stat ohniskem tuzeb a usilovani, nebot’ nas jazyk v sobé dosud nese
metafory odrazejici feudalni minulost, kdy byt kavalirem znamenalo byt jezdcem. Tataz
tyCka, ktera v n¢jakém kontextu reprezentovala kon€, se mohla v jiném stat nahrazkou
néceho jiného. Mohla se stdit mecem, Zezlem, nebo — v kontextu uctivani predki — fetiSem
reprezentujicim mrtvého vidce. Z hlediska ,,abstrakce® s sebou takovyto soubeh vyznamil
v jednom tvaru nese znacné obtize, z hlediska psychologického ,,promitani* vyznami je pak
pochopitelny mnohem snaze. Vlastn¢ veskeré techniky diagnostiky byly vybudovany na
ptedpokladu, Ze vyznamy nactené riznymi lidmi do identickych forem vypovidaji vice o
Ctenafi nez o formach samych. V oblasti uméni se ukéazalo, ze témuz trojihelnikovému tvaru,
ktery je oblibenym vzorem mnoha sousedicich americkych indianskych kment, jsou
pripisovany rtizné vyznamy, vztahujici se k hlavnimu zaméstnani danych lidi."” Tento objev,
totiz ze jedind zakladni forma muize byt vytvéaiena, aby reprezentovala rozlicné objekty, se
muze stat signifikantnim 1 pro toho, kdo se zabyva styly. Nebot’ zatimco piedstava(7), ze
realisticky obraz je podle uvazeni ,stylizovan®, je jen téZko stravitelnd, opacnéd predstava
omezeného slovniku jednoduchych tvart uzivanych pii vystavbé rtiznych reprezentaci by se
na to, co vime o primitivnim umeéni, hodila mnohem Iépe.

VII
UZIVAME-LI jiz predstavu ,reprezentace” jako obousmérné udalosti, jejiz plivod je
v psychologické danosti, budeme snad s to zjemnit pojem, o némz se prokazalo, Ze je celkem
nevyhnutelny pro historika uméni, ktery je vSak nehledé¢ na to spiSe neuspokojivy: totiz
pojem ,,pojmovy obraz‘. Tim minime zpiisob reprezentace vice méné spolecny détské kresbé
a rozlicnym formam primitivhiho nebo primitivizujiho uméni. Odtazitost tohoto typu
vytvafeni obrazii od jakékoli zrakové zkuSenosti byla Gasto popisovéana.'® Vétsinou
podavanym vysvétlenim tohoto faktu je, ze dité (a primitiv) nekresli, co ,,vidi*, nybrz co ,,vi.
Podle této predstavy je typickd détska kresba pandcka skuteCnym grafickym vyctem téch
lidskych rysi, které si dité pamatuje.”” Reprezentuje obsah détského ,.pojmu* &loveka. Ale
hovotime-li (jako Francouzizo) 0 ,,znalosti* nebo o ,,rozumovém realismu®, ptivede nas to do
nebezpecné blizkosti omylu ,,abstrakce®. Takze zpét k naSemu konikovi. Je v poradku ftikat,
ze sestdva zrysl, vnichz spociva ,,pojem* kon¢, nebo Ze odrazi zapamatovany obraz
vidénych koni? Ne — protoze tato formulace opomiji jeden aspekt, totiz tyCku. Pokud
nezapomeneme, ze reprezentace je puvodné tvofenim nahrazek z daného materidlu, budeme
mit pevn&jsi ptidu pod nohama. Cim vétsi je piani jezdit, tim méné ryst bude koni sta¢it. Ale
v jisté fazi musi kin najednou mit o¢i — protoze jak jinak by piece mohl vidét? Na
nejprimitivnéjsi roving, tedy lze pojmovy obraz identifikovat stim, ¢emu jsme fikali

' Franz Boas, Primitive Art, Oslo 1927, s. 118-128.

' Napt.: E. Lowy, The Rendering of Nature in Early Greek Art, Londyn 1907, H. Schaefer, Von aegyptischer
Kunst, Lipsko 1930, Mr. Verworn, Ideoplastische Kunst, Jena 1914.

' Karl Biihler, The Mental Development of the Child, Londyn 1930, s. 113-117, kde je zdtraznéna spojitost

s jazykovou libovolnosti. Kritiku této predstavy ptinasi R. Arnheim, v ¢lanku ‘Perceptual Abstractionand Art’,
v: Psychological Review (LVI) 1947.(162)

2 G. H. Luquet, L’Art primitif, Patiz 1930.



minimalni obraz — s timto minimem, tj. s tim, co mu umozni zapadnout do psychologického
zamku. Forma kli¢e zavisi na materidlu, z n€¢hoz je tvarovan, a na zamku. Bylo by vSak
nebezpecnym omylem klast ,,pojmovy obraz®, jak se s nim setkdvame v historickych stylech,
naroven tomuto psychologicky podlozenému minimalnimu obrazu. Naopak. Mame dojem, Ze
pritomnost téchto schémat je vzdy védomad, Ze jsou vSak stejnou mérou potlacovéna jako
vyuzivana.”' Musime poéitat smoznosti ,stylu“ ktery je sadou konvenci vzeslou
z komplexniho napéti. Obraz vytvotreny clovékem, musi byt uceleny. Sluzebnik pro nahrobek
musi mit dvé ruce a dvé nohy. Ale nesmi se pod rukama umélce stat dvojnikem. Tvorba
obrazli je plna nebezpeci. Jeden chybny tuder a strnuld maska obliceje se zméni ve chtivy
Skleb. Pouze ptisné dodrZzovani konvence miiZze chrénit pred takovym nebezpecim. A tak se
Casto zda, ze primitivni uméni se zdrzuje na Gzké fimse mezi nezivotnym a zahadnym. Kdyby
se konik pfilis pripodobnil Zivému, mohl by sam od sebe odcvélat pry&.*(8)

VIII

KONTRAST primitivniho a ,naturalistického* nebo ,,iluzionistického* uméni se da snadno
prekonat.”® Veskeré uméni je . tvorba obrazi a viechna tvorba obrazi mé paivod ve tvofeni
nahrazek. Dokonce i1 pfesvédceny ,,iluzionista“ si musi za vychodisko vzit, ,,pojmovy*,
konvenéni, clovékem vytvofeny obraz. Jakkoli podivné to snad zni, nemlze prosté
,hapodobit vnéjsi formu objektu®, aniz by se predtim naucil, jak tuto formu zkonstruovat.
Kdyby tomu bylo jinak, nebyla by vibec poptivka po nesCetnych knihdch o tom, ,jak
nakreslit lidskou postavu® nebo ,,jak kreslit lodé¢“. Wolfflin jednou poznamenal Ze kazdy
obraz vd&&i za vic jingm obrazim, nez za kolik vd&&i piirods.** To je znamo viem, kdo se
zabyvaji obrazovymi tradicemi, malokdy jsou vSak chépany psychologické implikace tohoto
tvrzeni. Divodem je snad to, ze, v rozporu s nadéjemi mnoha umélct, ,,nevinné oko®, které
by mélo vidét svét jako poprvé, by ho viibec nevidélo. Bylo by zdrceno bolestivym dopadem
chaotické smésice forem a barev.”” V tomto smyslu je konvenéni slovnik zékladnich forem
stale umélcovym nevyhnutelnym vychodiskem jakozto ohnisko usporadani.

Jak tedy mame vylozit velky ptfedél probihajici déjinami a vyzvedavajici nékolik malo
ostrovil iluzionistickych styli — fecky, ¢insky a renesancni — znesmirného oceanu
»pojmového* umeni?

Jeden rozdil nepochybné spociva ve zméné funkce. Ve zpiisobu jakym je zména implicitni
objeveni se predstavy obrazu jako ,reprezentace” v nasem modernim smyslu toho slova.
Jakmile se obecné rozumi, Ze obrazu neni zapotiebi existence sama za sebe, ze milize
odkazovat k né¢emu mimo sebe, a byt tak zdznamem zrakové zkuSenosti spiSe nez
vytvofenim ndhrazky, lze beztrestné¢ poruSit zdkladni pravidla primitivniho uméni. Uz
neexistuje potieba uplnosti bytostnych casti, kterd patii k pojmovému stylu, uz neexistuje

2! Piedstavu vyvarovani se (sexudlnich symbolit) zdiiraznil A. Ehrenzweig ve knize PsychoAnalysis of Artistic
Vision and Hearing, Londyn 1953, s. 22-70.

22 E. Kris a O. Kurz, loc. cit., sesbirali fadu povésti odrazejicich tuto prastarou obavu: tak se o jednom ¢inském
mistrovi fikalo, ze nikdy nemaloval lesk do o¢i svych draku, aby snad neuletéli.

3V némeckych d&jinach uméni bylo intelektudlni médou pracovat s protikladnymi pojmovymi pary jako
hapticky — opticky (Riegl), paratakticky — hypotakticky (Coellen), abstrakce — vciténi (Worringer), idealismus —
naturalismus (Dvorak), fyzioplasticky — ideoplasticky (Verworn), mnohost — jednota (W6lfflin), z nichz vétSina
by se nejspise dala vyjadtit v terminech ,,pojmové™ a ,,méné pojmové™ umeéni. Byt je heuristicka hodnota této
metody antiteze nepochybna, smétuje Casto k zavadéni chybnych dichotomii. Ve své knize The Story of Art,
Londyn 1950, jsem se pokusil zdlraznit kontinuitu tradice a ptetrvavajici roli pojmového obrazu.

** H. Wolfflin, Principles of Art History, New York 1932.

* Omyl piedstavy pasivniho vnimani podrobné diskutuje E. Brunswik v knize Wahrnehmung und
Gegenstandswelt, Viden 1934. Mnoho cennych voditek pro aplikaci na uméni obsahuji spisy K. Fiedlera; viz téz
vyhrocenou a podnétnou prezentaci tohoto problému od A. Ehrenzweiga, loc. cit.



obava z nenucenosti, ktera ovladala archaické pojeti uméni. Obraz Clovéka na fecké vaze uz
nemusi mit ruku ani nohu v plném nahledu (obr. 4).

3. Portrait of Hesire. Egyptian relief,

about 2700 B.c, Cairo 4. Athlete. Greek vase painting,

fifth century B.C. Berlin

3. Portrét Hesirého. Egyptsky reliéf, kolem 2700 pied

Kristem, Kahira, 4. Atlet. Recka vazova malba, 5. stoleti pred Kristem,

Berlin.

Vime, ze je minén jako stin, pouhy zdznam toho, co umélec vidél nebo mohl vidét, a my jsme
veelku ochotni pfipojit se ke hie a ve své predstavivosti doplnit to, co bezpochyby nalezelo
skutecnému motivu. Jakmile je tato piedstava obrazu nabizejiciho néco nadto, co je skutecné
ptitomno, pfijata se vS§emi svymi implikacemi — a to se jist¢ nestane pfes noc — jsme dokonce
nuceni nechat nasi predstavivost obraz rozehrat. Vybavime ho ,,prostorem* obklopujicim
jeho formy, coz je jen jiny zpusob jak fici, ze jim evokovanou skute¢nost chdpeme jako
trojrozmérnou, Ze ten muz by se mohl pohnout a dokonce, Ze rys ktery je pravé skryty ,,je
pritomen*.*® Kdyz stiedovéké uméni prolomilo narativni pojmovy symbolismus, ktery vznikl
zmrazenim formuli klasického uméni, pouzival Giotto s oblibou figuru vidénou zezadu
povzbuzujici nasi ,,prostorovou® ptedstavivost nutic nas piedstavit si jeji odvracenou stranu
(obr. 5).(9)

*® To je snad smysl dosti tajemné pasaze z Plinia, Historia naturalis, kniha XXXV, oddil 67, kde se Fika:
,»hejjemnéjsi dokonalosti dosazitelnou v malb¢ je nalezeni obrysu ..., ktery by se mél jevit, jakoby pokracoval
dozadu a mél by uzavirat objekt tak, aby ujistoval o ¢astech za nim, ze by tedy jasné ukazoval dokonce na to, co
zakryva.



Tak tedy piedstava obrazu jako reprezentace skutecnosti mimo
sebe sama vede k zajimavému paradoxu. Na jednu stranu nas
nuti vztahovat kazdou ukdzanou figuru a kazdy ptedstaveny
objekt k pomysiné skutecnosti, kterd je ,minéna“. Tuto
mentalni operaci vSak Ize dokoncit pouze tehdy, umoznuje-li
obraz usuzovat nejen na ,vn&j§i formu“ kazdého
reprezentované¢ho objektu, ale 1 na jeho relativni velikost a
umisténi. Dovadi nés k oné ,,racionalizaci prostoru®, nazyvané
veédecka perspektiva, jiz se rovina obrazu stava oknem, skrze
néjz se divame na pomyslny svét stvofeny pro nas umélcem.
PfinejmensSim teoreticky se pak o malbé uvazuje v terminech
geometrického promitani.”’

Situace je paradoxni v tom, ze jakmile se na cely obraz pohlizi
jako na reprezentaci vytezu skutecnosti, vytvaii se novy
kontext, vnémz pojmovy obraz hraje odliSnou roli. Nebot’
prvnim diisledkem ptedstavy ,,okna* je, Ze si nelze pomyslet
z4dnou skvrnu na platné, ktera by nebyla ,,signifikantni, ktera
by néco nereprezentovala. Prazdnd mista tedy zcistajasna
oznacuji svétlo, vzduch, atmosféru, a nejasna forma se vyklada

5.°6101TT0: Detail from jako obklopena vzduchem. Vyvoj impresionistickych metod je
The Annunciation to the Shepherds. A1 Ay v A1
Fresco, about 1306, Padua, Arena Chapel  W10ZNEN prave touto divérou v kontext reprezentace, ktera je

déna samou konvenci ramu. Umélci, ktefi se pokusili zbavit se
svych pojmovych znalosti, ktefi se védomé stali pozorovateli svého vlastniho dila a nikdy
nepiestavali poméfovat sebou vytvofené obrazy svymi dojmy ustupujice o krok zpét a
porovnavajice tyto dvé véci — tito umélei mohli svého zaméru dosdhnout jedin€ tak, ze Cast
tvirciho tkolu pfenesli na pozorovatele. Nebot' co jiného to znamend, je-li ndm nakdzano
pozvolna ustupovat a sledovat, jak barevné skvrny impresionistické krajiny ,,rdzem ozivaji“?
To znamend, ze malif se spoléhd na naSi ochotu pfijimat rady, ¢ist kontexty a vyvolavat
vlastni pojmovy obraz pod jeho vedenim. Stiikanec, ktery na Manetové malbé znamena koné
uz neni napodobou jeho vnéjsi formy o nic vic nez nas konik (obr. 6). Ale on ho tak Sikovné
nastrazil, ze v nas vyvolava obraz — samoziejme jen kdyz spolupracujeme.

5. Giotto: Detail ze Zvéstovani pastyitim. Freska, kolem 1306. Padova, kaple Arena.

6. MANET: The Races at Longchamp. 1872. Paris, MM. Durand-Ruel

6. Manet: Dostihy v Longchampu. 1872, MM. Durand-Ruel.

7 Srov. E. Panofsky, ,,The Codex Huygens and Leonardo da Vinci’s Art Theory*, Studies of the Warburg
Institute, sv. X111, Londyn 1940, s. 90 ad.



Zde je ziejm¢ dalsi oblast nezavislého vyzkumu.
ProtoZe ony ,,upfednostiiované‘ objekty, které
hraji svou ulohu v nejranéjsSich stadiich tvorby
obrazt, se vraceji — jak se dalo ocekavat — i pfi
jejich &teni. Cim Ziv&jsi je rys indikovany
kontextem, av§ak doposud opomijeny, tim
intenzivnéjsi se jevi spustény proces. Na své
nejniz§i Grovni je tato metoda ,,sugestivniho
zahalovani® béZna v erotickém uméni.
Samoziejmé Ze ne v jeho pygmalionské fazi,
nybrz v jeho iluzionistickych aplikacich. Co je
zde hrubym vyuzitim zjevného biologického
stimulu, mtize mit obdoby, naptiklad

v reprezentaci lidské tvare. Leonardo dosahl
nejvetsich uspéchii ve zpodobeni zivého vyrazu
znejasnénim prave téch rysi, v nichz vyraz sidli,
tak nas ptfimél dokoncit tviirci ¢in. Rembrandt se
mohl odvazit ponechat o¢i svych
nejpresveédCivejsich portréth ve stinu, protoze nas
tak stimuloval, abychom si je doplnili**(obr. 7).
,Evokativni“(10) obraz stejn¢ jako jeho ,,pojmovy* protéjsek by mély byt studovany na
SirSim psychologickém pozadi.

7. REMBRANDT : Portrait of a man. 1666. Leningrad, Hermitage

7. Rembrandt: Portrét muze. 1666. Petrohrad, Ermitaz.

IX
MUJ konik neni uméni. Nanejvys by mél narok na pozornost ikonologie, tohoto vznikajiciho
odvétvi badani, které je pro uméleckou kritiku tim, ¢im je jazykovéda pro kritiku literarni.
Neexperimentovalo vS§ak moderni uméni s primitivnim obrazem, s ,,tvofenim‘ forem a
s vyuzitim hluboce zakotenénych psychologickych sil? Vskutku experimentovalo. Ale at’
bylo nostalgické ptani tviirct téchto forem jakékoli, jejich smysl nemize uz nikdy byt tentyz
jako u jejich primitivnich pfedloh. Nebot’ onen zvlastni okrsek nazyvany ,,uméni* je jako
zrcadlovy sal ¢i Sepotajici priachod. Kazda forma vyvoléava tisice vzpominek a néaslednych
obrazil. Zadny obraz se neprezentuje jako uméni dfive ani jinak neZ pravé aktem vytvéiejicim
novy odkazujici ram, jemuz nelze uniknout. Stava se ¢asti instituce prave tak jisté jako hracka
ve skolce. Kdyby se nékdo jako Picasso misto keramice vénoval konikiim — coz je docela
dobie myslitelné — a obeslal by plody svého rozmaru né¢jakou vystavu, mohli bychom je snad
¢ist jako demonstrace, satirické symboly, jako deklarace viry v prosté véci, ptipadné jako
sebeironii — avSak jedno by zistalo zapovézeno i1 nejvétsimu soucasnému umélci: nemohl by
vytvorit konika tak, aby pro nds znamenal to, co pro svého prvniho tvlirce. Tato cesta je
sttezena andélem s plamennym mecem.

2 Srov. J. v. Schlosser, ,»Gesprich von der Bildniskunst®, Préiludien,Viden 1927, kde se nahodou také objevuje
konik.



Meditations on a Hobby Horse or the Roots of Artistic
Form®

THE subject of this article is a very ordinary hobby horse. It is neither metaphorical nor
purely imaginary, at least not more so than the broomstick on which Swift wrote his
meditations. It is usually content with its place in the corner of the nursery and it has no
aesthetic ambitions. Indeed it abhors frills. It is satisfied with its broomstick body and its
crudely carved head which just marks the upper end and serves as holder for the reins. How
should we address it? Should we describe it as an ‘image of a horse’ ? The compilers of the
Pocket Oxford Dictionary would hardly have agreed. They defined image as ‘imitation of
object’s external form’ and the ‘external form’ of a horse is surely not ‘imitated’ here. So
much the worse, we might say, for the ‘external form’, that elusive remnant of the Greek
philosophical tradition which has dominated our aesthetic language for so long. Luckily there
is another word in the Dictionary which might prove more accommodating: representation.
To represent, we read, can be used in the sense of ‘call up by description or portrayal or
imagination, figure, place likeness of before mind or senses, serve or be meant as likeness of
... stand for, be specimen of, fill place of, be substitute for’. A portrayal of a horse? Surely
not. A substitute for a horse ? Yes. That it is. Perhaps there is more in this formula than meets
the eye.

I

LET us first ride our wooden steed into battle against a number of ghosts which still haunt the
language of art criticism. One of them we even found entrenched in the Oxford Dictionary.
The implication of its definition of an image is that the artist ‘imitates’ the ‘external form’ of
the object in front of him, and the beholder, in his turn, recognizes the ‘subject’ of the work
of art by this ‘form’. This is what might be called the traditional view of representation. Its
corollary is that a work of art will either be a faithful copy, in fact a complete replica, of the
object represented, or will involve some degree of ‘abstraction’. The artist, we read, abstracts
the ‘form’ from the object he sees. The sculptor usually abstracts the threedimensional form,
and abstracts from colour; the painter abstracts contours and colours, and from the third
dimension. In this context one hears it said that the draughtsman’s line is a ‘tremendous feat
of abstraction’ because it does not ‘occur in nature’. A modern sculptor of Brancusi’s
persuasion may be praised or blamed for(1) ‘carrying abstraction to its logical extreme’.
Finally the label of ‘abstract art’ for the creation of ‘pure’ forms carries with it a similar
implication. Yet we need only look at our hobby horse to see that the very idea of abstraction
as a complicated mental act lands us in curious absurdities. There is an old music hall joke
describing a drunkard who politely lifts his hat to every lamp-post he passes. Should we say
that the liquor has so increased his power of abstraction that he is now able to isolate the
formal quality of uprightness from both lamp-post and the human figure? Our mind, of
course, works by differentiation rather than by generalization, and the child will for long call
all four-footers of a certain size ‘gee-gee’ before it learns to distinguish breeds and ‘forms’!*°

? This essay was originally written as a contribution to Aspects of Form, A Symposium on
Form in Nature and Art, ed. L. L. Whyte, London 1951.

3% In the sphere of art this process of differentiation rather than abstraction is wittily described by Oliver
Wendell Holmes in the essay ‘Cacoethes Scribendi’, from Over the Teacups (London: 1890): ‘It’s just the same
thing as my plan ... for teaching drawing. ... A man at a certain distance appears as a dark spot-nothing more.
Good. Anybody ... can make a dot. ... Lesson No. 1. Make a dot; that is, draw your man, a mile off. ... Now



II

THEN there is that age-old problem of universals as applied to art. It has received its classical
formulation in the Platonizing theories of the Academicians. ‘A historypainter,” says
Reynolds, ‘paints man in general; a portrait-painter a particular man, and therefore a
defective model.”®' This, of course, is the theory of abstraction applied to one specific
problem. The implications are that the portrait, being an exact copy of a man’s ‘external
form’ with all ‘blemishes’ and ‘accidents’, refers to the individual person exactly as does the
proper name. The painter, however, who wants to ‘elevate his style’ disregards the particular
and ‘generalizes the forms’. Such a picture will no longer represent a particular man but
rather the class or concept ‘man’. There is a deceptive simplicity in this argument, but it
makes at least one unwarranted assumption: that every image of this kind necessarily refers to
something outside itself-be it individual or class. But nothing of the kind need be implied
when we point to an image and say ‘this is a man’. Strictly speaking that statement may be
interpreted to mean that the image itself is a member of the class ‘man’. Nor is that
interpretation as farfetched as it may sound. In fact our hobby horse would submit to no other
interpretation. By the logic of Reynolds’s reasoning it would have to represent the most
generalized idea of horseness. But if the child calls a stick a horse it obviously means nothing
of the kind. The stick is neither a sign signifying the concept horse nor is it a portrait of an
individual horse. By its capacity to serve as a ‘substitute’ the stick becomes a horse in its own
right, it belongs in the class of ‘gee-gees’ and may even merit a proper name of its own.
When Pygmalion blocked out a figure from his marble he did not at first represent a
‘generalized” human form, and then gradually a particular woman. For as he chipped away
and made it more lifelike the block was not turned into a portraitnot even in the unlikely case
that he used a live model. So when his prayers were heard and the statue came to life she was
Galatea and no one else-and that(2) regardless of whether she had been fashioned in an
archaic, idealistic, or naturalistic style. The question of reference, in fact, is totally
independent of the degree of differentiation. The witch who made a ‘generalized’ wax
dummy of an enemy may have meant it to refer to someone in particular. She would then
pronounce the right spell to establish this link-much as we may write a caption under a
generalized picture to do the same. But even those proverbial replicas of nature, Madame
Tussaud’s effigies, need the same treatment. Those in the galleries which are labelled are
‘portraits of the great’. The figure on the staircase made to hoax the visitor simply represents
‘an’ attendant, one member of a class. It stands there as a ‘substitute’ for the expected guard-
but it is not more ‘generalized’ in Reynolds’s sense.

111
THE idea that art is ‘creation’ rather than ‘imitation’ is sufficiently familiar. It has been
proclaimed in various forms from the time of Leonardo, who insisted that the painter is ‘Lord
of all Things’,32 to that of Klee, who wanted to create as Nature does.* But the more solemn

make him come a little nearer. ... The dot is an oblong figure now. Good. Let your scholar draw an oblong
figure. It is as easy as to make a note of admiration. ... So by degrees the man who serves as a model
approaches. A bright pupil will learn to get the outline of a human figure in ten lessons, the model coming five
hundred feet nearer each time.’

3! Discourses on Art (Everyman Edition, p. 55). I have discussed the historical setting of this idea in ‘Icones
Symbolicae’, Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, X1 (1948), p. 187, and some of its more
technical aspects in a review of Charles Morris, Signs, Language, and Behavior (New York: 1946) in The Art
Bulletin, March 1949. In Morris’s terminology these present meditations are concerned with the status and
origin of the ‘iconic sign’.

32 Leonardo da Vinci, Paragone, edited by I. A. Richter (London: 1949) P. 51.



overtones of metaphysical power disappear when we leave art for toys. The child ‘makes’ a
train either of a few blocks or with pencil on paper. Surrounded as we are by posters and
newspapers carrying illustrations of commodities or events, we find it difficult to rid
ourselves of the prejudice that all images should be ‘read’ as referring to some imaginary or
actual reality. Only the historian knows how hard it is to look at Pygmalion’s work without
comparing it with nature. But recently we have been made aware how thoroughly we
misunderstand primitive or Egyptian art whenever we make the assumption that the artist
‘distorts’ his motif or that he even wants us to see in his work the record of any specific
experience.”’ In many cases these images ‘represent’ in the sense of being substitutes. The
clay horse or servant, buried in the tomb of the mighty, takes the place of the living. The idol
takes the place of the god. The question whether it represents the ‘external form’ of the
particular divinity or, for that matter, of a class of demons is quite inappropriate. The idol
serves as the substitute of the God in worship and ritual-it is a man-made god in precisely the
sense that the hobby horse is a man-made horse; to question it further means to court
deception.™

There is another misunderstanding to be guarded against. We often try instinctively to save
our idea of ‘representation’ by shifting it to another plane. Where we cannot refer the image
to a motif in the outer world we take it to be a portrayal of a motif in the artist’s inner world.
Much critical (and uncritical) writing on both primitive and modern art betrays this
assumption. But to apply the naturalistic idea of portrayal to dreams and visions-let alone to
unconscious images-begs a whole number of questions.”® The hobby horse does not portray
our idea of a horse.(3) The fearsome monster or funny face we may doodle on our blotting
pad is not projected out of our mind as paint is ‘ex-pressed’ out of a paint tube. Of course any
image will be in some way symptomatic of its maker, but to think of it as of a photograph of
a pre-existing reality is to misunderstand the whole process of image-making.

v

CAN our substitute take us further? Perhaps, if we consider how it could become a substitute.
The ‘first’ hobby horse (to use eighteenth-century language) was probably no image at all.
Just a stick which qualified as a horse because one could ride on it (Fig. 1). The tertium
comparationis, the common factor, was function rather than form. Or, more precisely, that
formal aspect which fulfilled the minimum requirement for the performance of the function-
for any ‘ridable’ object could serve as a horse. If that is true we may be enabled to cross a
boundary which is usually regarded as closed and sealed. For in this sense ‘substitutes’ reach
deep into biological functions that are common to man and animal. The cat runs after the ball
as if it were a mouse. The baby sucks its thumb as if it were the breast. In a sense the ball
‘represents’ a mouse to the cat, the thumb a breast to the baby. But here too ‘representation’
does not depend on formal similarities, beyond the minimum requirements of function. The
ball has nothing in common with the mouse except that it is chasable. The thumb nothing
with the breast except that it is suckable. As ‘substitutes’ they fulfill certain demands of the
organism. They are keys which happen to fit into biological or psychological locks, or
counterfeit coins which make the machine work when dropped into the slot.

33 Paul Klee, On Modern Art (London, 1948). For the history of the idea of deus artifex cf. E. Kris and O. Kurz,
Die Legende vom Kiinstler (Vienna: 1934).

* H. A. Groenewegen-Frankfort, Arrest and Movement: An Essay on Space and Time in the Representational
Art of the Ancient Near East (London 1951).

3> Perhaps it is only in a setting of realistic art that the problem I have discussed in ‘Icones Symbolicae’, loc. cit.,
becomes urgent. Only then the idea can gain ground that the allegorical image of, say, justice, must be a portrait
of justice as she dwells in heaven.

36 For the history of this misinterpretation and its consequences cf. my article on ‘Art and Imagery in the
Romantic Period’, republished in this volume.



In the language of the nursery the psychological function of ‘representation’ is still
recognized. The child will reject a perfectly naturalistic doll in favour of some monstrously
‘abstract’” dummy which is ‘cuddly’. It may even dispose of the element of ‘form’ altogether
and take to a blanket or an eiderdown as its favourite ‘comforter’-a substitute on which to
bestow its love. Later in life, as the psychoanalysts tell us, it may bestow this same love on a
worthy or unworthy living substitute. A teacher may ‘take the place’ of the mother, a dictator
or even an enemy may come to ‘represent’ the father. Once more the common denominator
between the symbol and the thing symbolized is not the ‘external form’ but the function; the
mother symbol would be lovable, the father-imago fearable, or whatever the case may be.
Now this psychological concept of symbolization seems to lead so very far away from the
more precise meaning which the word ‘representation’ has acquired in the figurative arts. Can
there be any gain in throwing all these meanings together? Possibly: for anything seems
worth trying, to get the function of symbolizing out of its isolation.(4)

The ‘origin of art’ has ceased to be a popular topic. But the origin of the hobby horse may be
a permitted subject for speculation. Let us assume that the owner of the stick on which he
proudly rode through the land decided in a playful or magic mood-and who could always
distinguish between the two?-to fix ‘real’ reins and that finally he was even tempted to ‘give’
it two eyes near the top end. Some grass could have passed for a mane. Thus our inventor
‘had a horse’. He had made one. Now there are two things about this fictitious event which
have some bearing on the idea of the figurative arts. One is that, contrary to what is
sometimes said, communication need not come into this process at all. He may not have
wanted to show his horse to anyone. It just served as a focus for his fantasies as he galloped
along-though more likely than not it fulfilled this same function for a tribe to which it
‘represented’ some horse-demon of fertility and power.”” We may sum up the moral of this
‘Just So Story’ by saying that substitution may precede portrayal, and creation
communication. It remains to be seen how such a general theory can be tested. If it can, it
may really throw light on some concrete questions. Even the origin of language, that
notorious problem of speculative history®® might be investigated from this angle. For what if
the ‘pow-wow’ theory, which sees the root of language in imitation, and the ‘pooh-pooh’
theory, which sees it in emotive interjection, were to be joined by yet another? We might
term it the ‘niam-niam’ theory postulating the primitive hunter lying awake through hungry
winter nights and making the sound of eating, not for communication but as a substitute for
eating-being joined, perhaps, by a ritualistic chorus trying to conjure up the phantasm of
food.

A%
THERE is one sphere in which the investigation of the ‘representational’ function of forms
has made considerable progress of late, that of animal psychology. Pliny, and innumerable
writers after him, have regarded it as the greatest triumph of naturalistic art for a painter to
have deceived sparrows or horses. The implication of these anecdotes is that a human
beholder easily recognizes a bunch of grapes in a painting because for him recognition is an
intellectual act. But for the birds to fly at the painting is a sign of a complete ‘objective’
illusion. It is a plausible idea, but a wrong one. The merest outline of a cow seems sufficient
for a tsetse trap, for somehow it sets the apparatus of attraction in motion and ‘deceives’ the
fly. To the fly, we might say, the crude trap has the ‘significant’ form-biologically significant,

37 This, at least, would be the opinion of Lewis Spence, Myth and Ritual in Dance, Game, and Rhyme (London:
1947). And also of Ben Jonson’s Busy, the Puritan: ‘Thy Hobby-horse is an Idoll, a feirce and rancke Idoll: And
thou, the Nabuchadnezzar ... of the Faire, that set’st it up, for children to fall downe to, and worship'.
(Bartholomew Fair, Act. III, Scene 6).

¥ Cf. Géza Revész, Ursprung und Vorgeschichte der Sprache (Berne: 1946).



that is. It appears that visual stimuli of this kind play an important part in the animal world.
By varying the shapes of ‘dummies’ to which animals were seen to respond, the ‘minimum
image’ that still sufficed to release a specific reaction has been ascertained.*® Thus little birds
will open their beak when they see the feeding(5) parent approaching the nest, but they will
also do so when they are shown two darkish roundels of different size, the silhouette of the
head and body of the bird ‘represented’ in its most ‘generalized’ form. Certain young fishes
can even be deceived by two simple dots arranged horizontally, which they take to be the
eyes of the mother fish, in whose mouth they are accustomed to shelter against danger. The
fame of Zeuxis will have to rest on other achievements than his deception of birds.

An ‘image’ in this biological sense is not an imitation of an object’s external form but an
imitation of certain privileged or relevant aspects. It is here that a wide field of investigation
would seem to open. For man is not exempt from this type of reaction.*” The artist who goes
out to represent the visible world is not simply faced with a neutral medley of forms he seeks
to ‘imitate’. Ours is a structured universe whose main lines of force are still bent and
fashioned by our biological and psychological needs, however much they may be overlaid by
cultural influences. We know that there are certain privileged motifs in our world to which
we respond almost too easily. The human face may be outstanding among them. Whether by
instinct or by very early training, we are certainly ever disposed to single out the expressive
features of a face from the chaos of sensations that surrounds it, and to respond to its slightest
variations with fear or joy. Our whole perceptual apparatus is somehow hypersensitized in
this direction of physiognomic vision'' and the merest hint suffices for us to create an
expressive physiognomy that ‘looks’ at us with surprising intensity. In a heightened state of
emotion, in the dark, or in a feverish spell, the looseness of this trigger may assume
pathological forms. We may see faces in the pattern of a wallpaper, and three apples arranged
on a plate may stare at us like two eyes and a clownish nose. What wonder that it is so easy to
‘make’ a face with two dots and a stroke even though their geometrical constellation may be
greatly at variance with the ‘external form” of a real head? The well-known graphic joke of
the ‘reversible face’ might well be taken as a model for experiments which could still be
made in this direction (Fig. 2). It shows to what extent the group of shapes that can be read as
a physiognomy has priority over all other readings. It turns the side which is the right way up
into a convincing face and disintegrates the one that is upside down into a mere jumble of
forms which is accepted as a strange headgear.** In good pictures of this kind it needs a real
effort to see both faces at the same time, and perhaps we never quite succeed. Our automatic
response is stronger than our intellectual awareness.

Seen in the light of the biological examples discussed above there is nothing surprising in this
observation. We may venture the guess that this type of automatic recognition is dependent
on the two factors of resemblance and biological relevance, and that the two may stand in
some kind of inverse ratio. The greater the biological relevance an object has for us the more

3% Cf. Konrad Lorenz, ‘Die angeborenen Formen méglicher Erfahrung’, Zeitschrift fiir Tierpsychologie V
(1943), and the discussion of these experiments in E. Grassi and Th. von Uexkiill, Vom Ursprung und von den
Grenzen der Geisteswissenschaften und Naturwissenschaften (Bern: 1950).

% K. Lorenz, loc. cit. The citation of this article does not imply support of the author’s moral conclusions. On
these more general issues see K. R. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, esp., 1, pp. 59 ff. and p. 268.

*l F. Sander, ‘Experimentelle Ergebnisse der Gestaltpsychologie’, Berichte iiber den 0.
Kongress fiir Experimentelle Psychologie (Jena: 1928), p. 47, notes experiments that show
the distance of two dots is much harder to estimate in its variations when these dots are
isolated than when they are made to represent eyes in a schematic face and thus attain
physiognomic significance.

*2 For a large collection of such faces cf. Laurence Whistler, Oho! The Drawings of Rex Whistler (London:
1946).



will we be attuned to its recognition-and(6) the more tolerant will therefore be our standards
of formal correspondence. In an erotically charged atmosphere the merest hint of formal
similarity with sexual functions creates the desired response and the same is true of the dream
symbols investigated by Freud. The hungry man will be similarly attuned to the discovery of
food-he will scan the world for the slightest promise of nourishment. The starving may even
project food into all sorts of dissimilar objects-as Chaplin does in Gold Rush when his huge
companion suddenly appears to him as a chicken. Can it have been some such experience
which stimulated our ‘niam-niam’ chanting hunters to see their longed-for prey in the patches
and irregular shapes on the dark cave walls? Could they perhaps gradually have sought this
experience in the deep mysterious recesses of the rocks, much as Leonardo sought out
crumbling walls to aid his visual fantasies ? Could they, finally, have been prompted to fill in
such ‘readable’ outlines with coloured earth-to have at least something ‘spearable’ at hand
which might ‘represent’ the eatable in some magic fashion? There is no way of testing such a
theory, but if it is true that cave artists often ‘exploited’ the natural formations of the rocks,*
this, together with the ‘eidetic’ character of their works,** would at least not contradict our
fantasy. The great naturalism of cave paintings may after all be a very late flower. It may
correspond to our late, derivative, and naturalistic hobby horse.

VI

IT needed two conditions, then, to turn a stick into our hobby horse: first, that its form made
it just possible to ride on it; secondly-and perhaps decisively-that riding mattered. Fortunately
it still needs no great effort of the imagination to understand how the horse could become
such a focus of desires and aspirations, for, our language still carries the metaphors moulded
by a feudal past when to be chival-rous was to be horsy. The same stick that had to represent
a horse in such a setting would have become the substitute of something else in another. It
might have become a sword, sceptre, or-in the context of ancestor worship-a fetish
representing a dead chieftain. Seen from the point of view of ‘abstraction’, such a
convergence of meanings onto one shape offers considerable difficulties, but from that of
psychological ‘projection’ of meanings it becomes more easily intelligible. After all a whole
diagnostic technique has been built up on the assumption that the meanings read into identical
forms by different people tell us more about the readers than about the forms. In the sphere of
art it has been shown that the same triangular shape which is the favourite pattern of many
adjoining American Indian tribes is given different meanings reflecting the main
preoccupations of the peoples concerned.”” To the student of styles this discovery that one
basic form can be made to represent a variety of objects may still become significant. For
while the idea of(7) realistic pictures being deliberately ‘stylized’ seems hard to swallow, the
opposite idea of a limited vocabulary of simple shapes being used for the building up of
different representations would fit much better into what we know of primitive art.

vl
ONCE we get used to the idea of ‘representation’ as a two-way affair rooted in psychological
dispositions we may be able to refine a concept which has proved quite indispensable to the
historian of art and which is nevertheless rather unsatisfactory: that of the ‘conceptual image’.
By this we mean the mode of representation which is more or less common to children’s
drawings and to various forms of primitive and primitivist art. The remoteness of this type of

* G. H. Luquet, The Art and Religion of Fossil Man (London: 1930), pp. 141 f.
* G. A. S. Snijder, Kretische Kunst (Berlin: 1936) PP. 68 f.

* Franz Boas, Primitive Art (Oslo: 1927), pp. 118-28.



imagery from any visual experience has often been described.*® The explanation of this fact
which is most usually advanced is that the child (and the primitive) do not draw what they
‘see’ but what they ‘know’. According to this idea the typical children’s drawing of a
manikin is really a graphic enumeration of those human features the child remembered.*’ It
represents the content of the childish ‘concept’ of man. But to speak of ‘knowledge’ or
‘intellectual realism’ (as the French do*) brings us dangerously near to the fallacy of
‘abstraction’. So back to our hobby horse. Is it quite correct to say that it consists of features
which make up the ‘concept’ of a horse or that it reflects the memory image of horses seen?
No-because this formulation omits one factor: the stick. If we keep in mind that
representation is originally the creation of substitutes out of given material we may reach
safer ground. The greater the wish to ride, the fewer may be the features that will do for a
horse. But at a certain stage it must have eyes-for how else could it see? At the most primitive
level, then, the conceptual image might be identified with what we have called the minimum
image-that minimum, that is, which will make it fit into a psychological lock. The form of the
key depends on the material out of which it is fashioned, and on the lock. It would be a
dangerous mistake, however, to equate the ‘conceptual image’ as we find it used in the
historical styles with this psychologically grounded minimum image. On the contrary. One
has the impression that the presence of these schemata is always felt but that they are as much
avoided as exploited.* We must reckon with the possibility of a ‘style’ being a set of conven-
tions born out of complex tensions. The man-made image must be complete. The servant for
the grave must have two hands and two feet. But he must not become a double under the
artist’s hands. Image-making is beset with dangers. One false stroke and the rigid mask of the
face may assume an evil leer. Strict adherence to conventions alone can guard against such
dangers. And thus primitive art seems often to keep on that narrow ledge that lies between the
lifelessos and the uncanny. If the hobby horse became too lifelike it might gallop away on its
own.” (8)

VIII
THE contrast between primitive art and ‘naturalistic’ or ‘illusionist’ art can easily be
overdrawn.”' All art is ‘image-making’ and all image-making is rooted in the creation of
substitutes. Even the artist of an ‘illusionist’ persuasion must make the man-made, the
‘conceptual’” image of convention his starting point. Strange as it may seem he cannot simply
‘imitate an object’s external form” without having first learned how to construct such a form.
If it were otherwise there would be no need for the innumerable books on ‘how to draw the
human figure’ or ‘how to draw ships’. Wolfflin once remarked that all pictures owe more to

* E.g., E. Lowy, The Rendering of Nature in Early Greek Art (London: 1907), H. Schaefer, Von aegyptischer
Kunst (Leipzig: 1930), Mr. Verworn, Ideoplastische Kunst (Jena: 1914).

" Karl Biihler, The Mental Development of the Child (London: 1930), pp. 113-17, where the connection with
the liguistic faculty is stressed. A criticism of this idea was advanced by R. Arnheim, ‘Perceptual Abstrac-
tionand Art’, Psychological Review, LVI, 1947.(162)

* G. H. Luquet, L’Art primitif (Paris: 1930).

* The idea of avoidance (of sexual symbols) is stressed by A. Ehrenzweig, PsychoAnalysis of Artistic Vision
and Hearing, (London: 1953), pp. 22-70.

0E. Kris and O. Kurz, loc. cit., have collected a number of legends reflecting this age-old fear: thus a famous
Chinese master was said never to have put the light into the eyes of his painted dragons lest they would fly
away.

>! It was the intellectual fashion in German art history to work with contrasting pairs of concepts such as haptic-
optic (Riegl), paratactic-hypotactic (Coellen), abstractionempathy (Worringer), idealism-naturalism (Dvoiak),
physioplastic-ideoplastic (Verworn), multiplicity-unity (Wolfflin), all of which could probably be expressed in
terms of ‘conceptual’ and ‘less conceptual’ art. While the heuristic value of this method of antithesis is not in
doubt it often tends to introduce a false dichotomy. In my book The Story of Art (London: 1950) I have
attempted to stress the continuity of tradition and the persistent role of the conceptual image.



other pictures than they do to nature.’” It is a point which is familiar to the student of pictorial
traditions but which is still insufficiently understood in its psychological implications.
Perhaps the reason is that, contrary to the hopeful belief of many artists, the ‘innocent eye’
which should see the world afresh would not see it at all. It would smart under the painful
impact of a chaotic medley of forms and colours.> In this sense the conventional vocabulary
of basic forms is still indispensable to the artist as a starting point, as a focus of organization.
How, then, should we interpret the great divide which runs through the history of art and sets
off the few islands of illusionist styles, of Greece, of China, and of the Renaissance, from the
vast ocean of ‘conceptual’ art?

One difference, undoubtedly, lies in a change of function. In a way the change is implicit in
the emergence of the idea of the image as a ‘representation’ in our modern sense of the word.
As soon as it is generally understood that an image need not exist in its own right, that it may
refer to something outside itself and therefore be the record of a visual experience rather than
the creation of a substitute, the basic rules of primitive art can be transgressed with impunity.
No longer is there any need for that completeness of essentials which belongs to the
conceptual style, no longer is there the fear of the casual which dominates the archaic
conception of art. The picture of a man on a Greek vase no longer needs a hand or a foot in
full view (Fig. 4). We know it is meant as a shadow, a mere record of what the artist saw or
might see, and we are quite ready to join in the game and to supplement with our imagination
what the real motif undoubtedly possessed. Once this idea of the picture suggesting
something beyond what is really there is accepted in all its implications-and this certainly did
not happen overnight-we are indeed forced, to let our imagination play around it. We endow
it with ‘space’ around its forms which is only another way of saying that we understand the
reality which it evokes as three-dimensional, that the man could move and that even the
aspect momentarily hidden ‘was there’.>* When medieval art broke away from that narrative
conceptual symbolism into which the formulas of classical art had been frozen, Giotto made
particular use of the figure seen from behind which stimulates our ‘spatial’ imagination by
forcing us to imagine the other side (Fig. 5).(9)

Thus the idea of the picture as a representation of a reality outside itself leads to an
interesting paradox. On the one hand it compels us to refer every figure and every object
shown to that imaginary reality which is ‘meant’. This mental operation can only be
completed if the picture allows us to infer not only the ‘external form’ of every object
represented but also its relative size and position. It leads us to that ‘rationalization of space’
we call scientific perspective by which the picture plane becomes a window through which
we look into the imaginary world the artist creates there for us. In theory, at least, painting is
then conceived in terms of geometrical projection.”

The paradox of the situation is that, once the whole picture is regarded as the representation
of a slice of reality, a new context is created in which the conceptual image plays a different
part. For the first consequence of the ‘window’ idea is that we cannot conceive of any spot on
the panel which is not ‘significant’, which does not represent something. The empty patch
thus easily comes to signify light, air, and atmosphere, and the vague form is interpreted as

52 H. Wolfflin, Principles of Art History (New York: 1932).

%3 The fallacy of a passive idea of perception is discussed in detail by E. Brunswik, Wahrnehmung und
Gegenstandswelt (Vienna: 1934). In its application to art the writings of K. Fiedler contain many valuable hints;
cf. also A. Ehrenzweig, loc. cit., for an extreme and challenging presentation of this problem.

>* This may be meant in the rather enigmatic passage on the painter Parrhasius in Pliny’s Natural History,
XXXV, 67, where it is said that ‘the highest subtlety attainable in painting is to find an outline ... which should
appear to fold back and to enclose the object so as to give assurance of the parts behind, thus clearly suggesting
even what it conceals’.

> Cf. E. Panofsky, ‘The Codex Huygens and Leonardo da Vinci’s Art Theory’, Studies of the Warburg Institute,
XIII (London: 1940), pp. 90 f.



enveloped by air. It is this confidence in the representational context which is given by the
very convention of the frame, which makes the development of impressionist methods
possible. The artists who tried to rid themselves of their conceptual knowledge, who con-
scientiously became beholders of their own work and never ceased matching their created
images against their impressions by stepping back and comparing the two-these artists could
only achieve their aim by shifting something of the load of creation on to the beholder. For
what else does it mean if we are enjoined to step back in turn and watch the coloured patches
of an impressionist landscape ‘spring to life’? It means that the painter relies on our readiness
to take hints, to read contexts, and to call up our conceptual image under his guidance. The
blob in the painting by Manet which stands for a horse is no more an imitation of its external
form than is our hobby horse (Fig. 6). But he has so cleverly contrived it that it evokes the
image in us-provided, of course, we collaborate.

Here there may be another field for independent investigation. For those ‘privileged’ objects
which play their part in the earliest layers of image-making recur-as was to be expected-in
that of image-reading. The more vital the feature that is indicated by the context and yet
omitted, the more intense seems to be the process that is started off. On its lowest level this
method of ‘suggestive veiling’ is familiar to erotic art. Not, of course, to its Pygmalion phase,
but to its illusionist applications. What is here a crude exploitation of an obvious biological
stimulus may have its parallel, for instance, in the representation of the human face. Leonardo
achieved his greatest triumphs of lifelike expression by blurring precisely the features in
which the expression resides, thus compelling us to complete the act of creation. Rembrandt
could dare to leave the eyes of his most moving portraits in the shade because we are thus
stimulated to supplement them® (Fig. 7). The ‘evocative’(10) image, like its ‘conceptual’
counterpart, should be studied against a wider psychological background.

IX

MY hobby horse is not art. At best it can claim the attention of iconology, that emerging
branch of study which is to art criticism what linguistics is to the criticism of literature. But
has not modern art experimented with the primitive image, with the ‘creation’ of forms, and
the exploitation of deep-rooted psychological forces? It has. But whatever the nostalgic wish
of their makers, the meaning of these forms can never be the same as that of their primitive
models. For that strange precinct we call ‘art’ is like a hall of mirrors or a whispering gallery.
Each form conjures up a thousand memories and after-images. No sooner is an image
presented as art than, by this very act, a new frame of reference is created which it cannot
escape. It becomes part of an institution as surely as does the toy in the nursery. If-as might
be conceivable-a Picasso would turn from pottery to hobby horses and send the products of
this whim to an exhibition, we might read them as demonstrations, as satirical symbols, as a
declaration of faith in humble things or as self-irony-but one thing would be denied even to
the greatest of contemporary artists: he could not make the hobby horse mean to us what it
meant to its first creator. That way is barred by the angel with a flaming sword.

%6 Cf. J. v. Schlosser, ‘Gesprich von der Bildniskunst’, Préludien (Vienna: 1927), where, incidentally, the hobby
horse also makes its appearance.



