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shen this topio, arieing out of discussions mmong our Dutch friends, was
originally suggested, it was done so in the full conaciousness of the persconal
danger to which responsible erltios would be exposed in discusaing modern art.
The examples they guoted of the multiple meanings of the terms employed are an
immediats cause of controversy.

Anyone stodying cultural development will come acroas historiocal and
eritical terms that have changsd their meaning and value in ascordance with
the environments and periods in which they were used. One may conclude that
such a situation is a matter of historical change and ascept it as such, but
that would be, to some extent, side—stepping the issue.

At the foundation of all oritical research into a period of history, the
need of verifying ths basic vocabulary of the pericd concerned, 1.e. 1lta ideas,
exists, and there is no Boubt that critical interpretation must benefit from
such a procedure. Moreover, every aye and every civilization is marked by its
cwn favourite ideas which best describe it, and the terms used have partiocular
significance at certain ages and then disappear. To return to the problem with
which we are more partioularly conoerned, we could undertake a thorough re=—
vision of the terms already referred to by our Dutch friends, soch as realimm,
naturalism, absiract, eto., by trying to find basic definitions; or perhapa
our investigation might be extended to include other conoepis current in every=-
day speech and critical literature, in order to ocollect the greatest possible
number of ideas that are a reflection of our time. These research projects,



ﬂi-

which would certainly be constructive tasks, could be carried out in two ways,
vis., by the compilation of a glossary which would give the historical variations
of the terms concerned In accordance with strict philosophical criteris,or by
giving a picture of our era through the organic repressntation in a ccherent
whole of the immense nusber of terms used and meanings accepted,

In my opinion, these two important tasks carmot be carried oot at this
Congress but the latter can reatriot its ressarches to a certain number of items
which could be discussed either theoretioally or with refarence to assthetio
experiences. GSuch provedures might be useful if we at the same time ask our=
selves the reasons gy the existence of the problem. One of the reascns is
obviously the fact that such terme are derived not only from various fields of
thought such as scisnce, philosophy, socielogy and literature, but also from the
confused residue of a number of cultures, All this is due to the defeotive
organisgation of our conscicusness, of our culture und of contemporary sooisty,
to their not always parsilel, and often uoconnected, evolution. In my view,
the above is a feature peculiar to the anguish of ocur time, and Dot a mere
matter of vocabulary.

Obviously, the most important factor in discussion, or even in ordinary
speech, is io be clear &3 %o the meaning of the terue ssployed. Bub is that
sufficient to emable us to reach agreement? I do not believe it is, for it
cannct be comfirmed either in ethiocs, politios, or religion. The fact is t;'lmt
to understand the meandng of a oritical concept ls not enough. Ome must be
able to participate in it, %o live in it., It iz a process that cannot be
achisved merely through intellectual imowledge. Noreover, critics are divided
not only by werds but alse by attitudes based on individual idess, emotions
and deep-rooted aspiratioms. DPut we shall not end on a relativist nota, We

are conoerned with attitudes of mind, of choiges forming part of the general



cultural and historical dialectical processes of our time,

The above iz not as simple and uneguivoecal as is sometimes asserted by
politiciane or philosophers. It is for that reason that the responsibility
of every individusl is implicated in his snswers, for we are not dealing merely
with the guestion of giving definitions, but of arriving at genuine historical
Jjudgaents.

We may rejoice in the multiplicity of ideas as a sign of vitality, as a
treasure-house of content. This is only true when justice has been done %o
every cbsolete attitude implying the fear of faging up to difficult and evere
changing situations.

That is why cultural verification and revision are at the bass of every
critical and intellsotual operation. That is why, alihough there are not so
many specific answers, each must fit in with the other terms and faotors. That
is why there can be no definitive answers, and the beat appear to be those that
are easier to understand and more capable of contributing %o the solutions of

our problems.



