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Man dif'fera from other [orms of lif'e chiefly in thet his nature ls

historical snd that he no longer lives in a ulnlld_, patont eovirenment. In

other words, he must interprot both his world and himself. The animal "lives"
ovary individusl comorete case of the genoralized situstions with which wo
are familier, but is nover sware of that faot. On tho othor hand, man
rogornizes the existence of sush situstions whick make up a part of his world,
for=ing & seoondary rome. At & cortalin polnt, this duality brings about the
problem that sntersd our traditions with Flato.

Whils s imtellectuallist past twnded to link sush universality only te
digcursive or logical reflsction as a wmiversaelity of idess, all the baszio
elemonts aro already manifest in prahdstorlic cave palntingas. FProm the
factual sngple purely, wo ocan observe that the surcchs or meswmoth depioted

are already sither aurcchs or per se, but the drowings dlverge from
raticnal universality in thut%t::mm;;, snd the objectad depioted (inso=
far as the act of drewing has o magieal significanse} are imextricably inter-
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The svolation of Zuropesn civilization rovesled a split batwean ths teo
poeles, proviously juxtaposed as "art™ and "theory"”, but together forming a
vital part of human language and its intorpretation of man, On the one hand,
we heve the artist's interpretetion of image and form, of & ecum of Wu
articulations, reaching our gonsciousness as comerete objvets or events I.h
conorete situations, but at the smme time transconding our everyday l‘l._l."-::
Hers, form and contaot, drewing and msaning, are ono. On the other; ﬂmrn

ars concapts in the form of isolated and imperceptible gemoralities, only te
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ba used in logical thought, in which cmse the content can be defined and doos
pot ooincide with tha‘ﬁ

In a vorss, the words have a specific mesning,
partly because of their isclated, sbstract content, and pertly in sonjunotion
with the other words with which they Torm a whole. The logieal relationship
is sxternal, the sesthetle relationship is a matunl interpenstration with
worda ond Corma,

Botween art and purs sciemoe, howover, there extsnds the whols range of
hman oxprogsion and everydsy lanjuepge - senl-artistic or soml-sclentific -
where tho words used borrow their contemt and sense through ssscoistion, the
sontext of semtenoe or argument. If the sentunce wors no more than the oxe
ternal rolationship betwson words, menkind would be condemmed to mers mathee
matical logle, such as that favoured by the oxact sciences. This would imply
the Impossibility of amy concept of 1life and humanity as being Melds whors
wholes, interdopondoncs and interpanetration play a rols such that any attempt
to think in isolated entities would remain a mers shadowy the same applice %o
the fisld of art criticimm.

The term "torminelogy™ implise a sollection or sysbtam of idems that cmn
ba singly defined. The ert eritic is a man whose particular subjeot is not mn
interpretation of human life, but alaso inoludes intormodiste fiolds in which
tho arpument determines the proposition and the propesition, in its turm, de-
tarmineg the words used,

Is thors then a terminolo;leal probles for the art oritie? To reply to
that questiom wo must bagin by meking s olear distinotion betwoen art oritiecism
and the other sctivities usually carried out by the eritie, o.g., art history.
The questicn thon bacomes the following: Doos art criticiem in its capucity as
an lntellectual activity possoss a spocific morphology that does not ocover
othar ields, such as the history and philosophy of art. It is obvious thet

i
the terms used in art eriticism - apart from the current vocabulary of overyday
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speech = ars borrowed frem other fields. Tn addition, tho exact meaning
of guch torms kkmm stems Mrom the astivity = or consegquonce = of thasa other
gk flolds.

If we compars art oriticism to art history on the ons hand, and o
philosophy of art on the other, we nots that art eriticism hes a non=historical

attitude, that it doeg not observe but evaluste, that it doss mot tend towards
the general but to the partigular, and finally, that it does not apecialize.
There remains only ons [ield in which the art oritic muzt create his o
language, i.e, that of velues, Therefors, his function can be seen more
olearly whore cbeervation and svaluation merge, l.e. in the actual existemce
of the contemporary era and contemporary art. Uhatever risks his work may
entail, he is xx an art oritic with values and concepts that are integrally
based on ommtemporary history, even when he tries to study and ponstrats
into the ert of former agee or of foreign civilizations.

¥ost misunderstandings arise becaunse many of tho toerms employed, l.e.
mannerism, realism, baroque, oxpressionism, ete., have a differont meening

for art history, art philosophy end art criticism. The problem of terminology

in art oritielism dax only has & real existence = apart from the distinction

botwoen the abovementionsd homommas = insofar as it reflacts asathotie values.

Finally, this leads us to sn observation on the presemt state of the
plestio arts and the need to shed light on the basic attitudes affeoting
thems Whils the problem is fundsmentally a philosophioal one, thers is ocne
faotor which art criticism shares in oompmon with all other ambﬂ:pl?l.tiﬂ
sotivities of menkind when we recognize the fact that it is the pr:ifmrﬁ.l.l
function of modern philosophy to reintegrate the assthotic forms nf' inter-
preting man's existence imto the universal relationships of hmm?.‘q.r with

the outside world and with iteslf.



