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READING 37

INTRODUCTION

Count Leo Tolstoy was born in 1828 and died ir 1910. He is of course primarily
famons as the author of such lterary masterpieces as War and Peace and Antg
Karenina. Later in life, however, Tolstoy underwent a conversion to a primitive
form of Christianity and from this $piritual standpoint began to wrlte easays on a
number of subjacts, including aesthetics, economies, and religion. The best known
of these is his essay on art, What Is Art? (1898). Tolstoy takes issue with the main
aesthetic theorles of his day, which, in his view, placed too muchk weight on the
problematic notion of “beauty.” Instead, Tolstoy argues, axt should be seen prin-
cipally as a form of communication. Art, according to him, should communicate
to an audience the emotions which originally inspired the artist to create his or her
work, so binding artist and audience together in a fellowship of shared exlierience.
Tolstoy thus advances a verslon of the expression theory of art. In addition, Tol-
stoy has strong views about what kinds of emotion art—or good art-—-ought to com-
municate, The best art, he claims, expresses emotions that everyone can share: It
is not exclusive or elitist, Thus, for him, the greatest art of all is art that has the
capacity to bind the whole of humanity together in a brotherhood of commen feel-
ing. This requirement—essentially a moral requirement—Ileads Tolstoy to seme
rather unexpected evaluations. Specifically, it leads him to downgrade much of the
art that has traditionally been regarded as the very finest-—including his own mas-
terly novels.. For many readers this has made it difficalt to take Tolstoy’s theory
entirely seriously. But we should not be put off. For What Is Ar? contains fasci-
nating insights into the expressive powers of art; it invites us to reflect more deeply
upon the moral effects that art might have; and it forces us to consider the vari-
ous roles that art can play in a wider social context. And, apart from anything else,
there has to be some presumption that, as one of the greatest artists who ever lived,
Tolstoy might actually have known what he was talking about. After all, as George
Bernard Shaw remarked, in Tolstoy’s essay “we hear the voice of the master.”

‘From What Is Art?
Leo Tolstoy

‘What is art? What a guestion! Art is architecture, sculpture, painting, music,
and poetry in all its forms,” usually replies the ordinary man, the art amateur
or even the artist himself, imagining the matter about which he js talking to
be perfectly dlear and uniformly understood by everybody, But in architecture,
one inquires further, are there not simple buildings which are not objects of
art, and buildings with artistic pretensions which are unsuccessful and ugly
and therefore not to be considered works of art? Wherein lies the characteris-
tic sign of a work of art?

It is the same in sculpture, in music, and in poetey, Art in all its forms is
bounded or one side by the practically useful, and on the other by uisuc-
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cessful attempts at art, How is art to be marked off from each of these? The
ordinary educated man of qur circle, and even the artist who has not occupied
himself specially with eesthetics, will not hesitate at this question either. He
thinks the solution was found long ago and is welt known to everyone.

*Art ta activity that produces beauty;” says such a man. .. .

What ther is this conception of beauty, so stubbornly keld to by pecple of our
circle and day as furnishing a definition of art? -
jgn its subjective aspect, we call beauty that which supplies us with a par-

lar kind of pleastre.

“In its objeclive aspect, we call beauty something absolutely perfect, and
we acknowledge it to be so only because we receive from the manifestation of
this absolute perfection a certain kind of pleasuré: so that this objective defin-
ition is nothing but the subjective conception differently expressed. In reality
both conceptions of heauty amount to.one and the same thing, namely, the
reception by us of a certain kind of pleasure; that is to say, we call ‘beauty’
that which pleases us without evoking in us desire. | .

Such being the position of affairs it would seem only natural that the sci-
enwce of art should decline to content itself with a definition of art based on
beauty (that is, on that which pleases}, and should seek 2 general definition
applicable to all artistic productions, by reference to which we might decide
whether a certain article belonged to the realm of art or not, But no such def-
inition'is supplied, as the reader may see from those summaries of sesthetic
theories which I have given, and as he may discover even more clearly from
the oiginal asthetic works if he will be at the pains to read theml%‘ﬁﬂ attempts
tdd%_%ﬂ ty_indlself—whether as an imitation of Fature, or as
suitability to 7F9 OBJect, of At a correspondence of parts, or as symmetry, of 2s
harmony, or as unity in variety, and so forth—either define nothing at all, or
define only some traits of some artistic productions and are far_from includ-
ing all-that everybotly Tias always hield and still holds to be art. -

~{here is fio objective definilion of beauty. The existing definitions (both

- the metaphysical and the experimental) amount only to one and the same sub-

jective definition, which is (strange as it seemas o say s0), that art is that which
makes beduty manifest, and beauty is that which pleases (without exciting
desire). Many wstheticians have felt the insufficiency and instability of such a
definition, and in order ta give it a firm basis have asked themiselves why a
thing pleases. And they have converted the discussion on beauty into a ques-
Hon of taste, as did Hutcheson, Voltaire, Diderot, and othera. But all attempts
to define what taste is must lead to nothing, as the reader may see both from
the history of eesthetics and expesimentally. Thera ig and. can be no explana-
ﬁw&g‘;ﬂﬁ , pleages one man an_d__‘?.jéi__ Ieases another, or vice versa;
50 That the Whole existing sciehce of 5I1iEHs falls to do what we might expect
from it as a mental activity calling itself a science, namely, it does not define
the qualities and laws of azt, or of the beautiful (if that be the content of art),
or the nature of taste (if taste decides the question of art and its merit}, and
then on the basis of such definitions acknowledge as art thpse productions
which correspond to these laws and reject those which do not come und
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them. But this science of sesthetics consists in first acknowledging a certain set
of productions to be art {because they please us), and then framing such a the-
ary of art as all these productions which please a certain circle of people can
be fitted into. There exists an art-canon according to which certain productions
favoured by cur circle are acknowledged as being art,—the works of Phidias,
Sophocles, Homer, Titian, Raphael, Bach, Beethoven, Dante, Shakespeare,
Goethe, and others,—and the zsthetic laws must be such a3 to embrace al
these productions. In sesthetic literature you will constantly meet with opin-
ions on the merit and importance of art, founded not on any certain laws by
which this or that is held to be good or bad, but merely on consideration as
to whether this art tallies with the art-canon we have drawn up.

The other day I was reading a far from Hi-written book by Folgeldt. Dis-
cussing the demand for morality in works of art, the author plainly says that
we must not demand morality in art. And in proof of this he advances the fact

that, if we admit such a demand, Shakespeare’s Romeo and Julief and Goethe's

Withelm Meister would not come within the definition of good art; but since

both these bocks are included in our canon of art, he concludes that the -

demand is unjust. And therefore it is necessary to find a definition of art which
shall fit the works; and instead of a demand for morality Folgeldt postulates
as the basis of art a demand for the important (Bedeutungsoolies).

All the existing wmsthetic standards are built on this plan, Instead of giving
a definition of true art and then deciding what is and what is not good art by
Jjudging whether a work conforms or does not conform to this definition, a cer-
tain class of works which for some reason pleases a certain circle of people is
accepted as being art, and a definition of art is then devised to cover all these
productions. I recently came wpon a remarkable instance of this method in a
very good German work, The History of Art in the Nineteenth Century, by
Muther. Describing the pre-Raphaelites, the Decadents, and the Symbolists
(who are already inciuded in the canon of art), he not only does not venture
to blame their tendency, but earnestly endeavours to widen his standard so
that it may include them all, since they appear to him to represent a legitimate
reaction from the excesses of realism. No matter what insanities appear in art,
when once they find acceptance among the upper classes of our society a the-
ory is quickly invented to explain and sanction them; just as if there had never
been periods in history when certain special circles of people recognized and
approved false, deformed, and insensate, art=whitly subsequentlyleft niy trice
and:has:beerutterly. forgotten. And to what lengths the insanity and defor-
mity of art may go, especially when as in our days it knows that it is consid-
;red infallible, may be seen by what is being done in the art of our circle to-

ay,

So that the theory of art founded on beauty, expounded by wsthetics and
in dim outline professed by the public, is nothing but the setting up as good
of th?t which has pleased and pleases us, that is, pleases a certain class of
people.

In order to define any human activity, it is necessary to understand its
sense and importance; and in order te do this it is primarily necessary to exam-
ine that activity in itself, in its dependence on its causes and in connexion with
its effects, and not merely in relation to the pleasure we can get from it.
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If we say that the aim of any activity is merely our pleasure and define it
solely by that pleasure, cur definition will evidently be a false one. But this is
precisely what has occurred in the efforts to define art. Now if we consider the
food guestion it will not oceur to any one to affirm that the importance of food
consists in the pleasure we receive when eating it. Bverybody understands that
the satisfaction of our taste cannot sexrve as a basis for our definition of the
merits of food, and that we have therefore no right to presuppose that dinners

_with cayenne pepper, Limburg cheese, alcohol, and 50 on, to which we are

accustomed and which please us, form the very best human food.

In the same way beauty, or that which pleases us, can in no sense serve
as a basis for the definition of art; nor can a series of objects which afford us
pleasure serve as the model of what art should be.

To see the aim and purpose of art in the pleasure we get from it, is ke
assuming {as is done by people of the lowest moral development, for instance
by savages) that the purpose and aim of food is the pleasure derived when
consuming it.

Just as peaple who conceive the aim and purpose of food to be pleasure
cannot recognize the real meaning of eating, s0 people who consider the aim
of art to be pleasure cannot realize its true meaning and purpose, because they
atiribute o an activity the meaning of which lies in its connexion with the
other phenomena of life, the false and exceptional aim of pleasure..People
come-ta,undersiand.that the. meaning.of eating-Hes-in-the.nourishment-of the
bedyyonly-when-they-cease to- tonsider-that-the-gbject 6f that activity is plea
stire. -Arvd it-is.the same:with-regard-to.art. People will come to understand
the meaning of art only when they cease to consider that the aim of that activ-
ity is beauty, that is to say, pleasure. The acknowledgment of beauty (that is,
of a certain kind of pleasure received from art} as being the aim of art, not enly
fails to assist us in finding a definition of what att is, but on the contrary by
transferring the question into a region quite foreign to art (into metaphysical,
peychological, phystological, and even historical, discussions as to why such
a production pleases one person and such another displeases or pleases some
one else), it renders such definition impossible. And since discussions as to
why one man likes pears and another prefers meat o not help towards find-
ing a definition of what is essential in nourishment, so the solution of ques-
tions of taste in art (to which the discussions on art involuntarily come} not
only does not help to make clear in what this particular human activity which
we call art really consists, but renders such elucidation quite impossible until
we rid ourselves of a conception which justifies every kind of art at the cost
of confusing the whole matter.

To the question, What is this art to which is offered up the labour of mil-
lians, the very lives of men, and even morality itself? we have extracted replies
from the existing asthetics which all amount to this: that the aitn of art is
beauty, that beauty is recognized by the enjoyment it gives, and that artistic
enjoyment is a good and important thing, because it i enjoyment. In a word,
that enjoyment is good because it is enjoyment. Thus what is considered the
definition of art is no definition at all, but only a shuffle to justify existing a
Therefore; however strange. it, may-seem-to-pay-seyin-spite-of.the taj
of books wiiftér about artynoetact-definition-of art as beetetonsiru
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the reason of this is thaj the conception of art hag been based on the concep-
tion of beauty. . ..

In order to define art correctly it is necessary first of all to cease to consider it
as & means to pleasure, and {0 consider it as one of the conditions of human
life. Viewing it in this way we cannot fail to observe that art is one of the means
of intercourse between man and man.

Everywork.of art.causes. the-recetver-to-enter-into.acertain-kind -of rela-
tionship-both-with-him svho-produced-or-is-preducing the-art-and-with-all
those who, sirnisltaneously, previously, or subsequently, receivethe same artis
ticimpression, ' ]

Speech transmitting the thoughts and experiences of men serves as a
means of union among them, and art serves a similar purpose. The peculiar-
ity of this latter means of Intercourse, distinguishing it from infercourse by
means of words, consists in this, that whereas by words a man transmits his
thoughts to another, by art he {ransmits his feelings.

The-activity-ofart-is-based-or e fact that-a-man-receiving throtgh his

f hearing_ or. sight another man’s expression of feeling;is-capable of
riencing the hetrianswho-expressed-it. To take the
simplest example: one man laughs, and another who hears becomes merry, or
a mian weeps, and atother who hears feels sorrow. A man is excited or frri-
tated, and another man seeing him is brought to a similar state of mind, By
his movements or by the sounds of his voice a man expresses courage and
determination or sadness and calmness, and this state of mind passes on to
others, A man suffers, manifesting his sufferings by groans and spasms, and
this suffering transmits itself to other people; a man expresses his feelings of
admiration, devotion, fear, respect, or love, to certain objects, persons, or phe-
nomena, and others are infected by the same feelings of admiration, devotion,
fear, respect, or love, to the same objects, persons, or phenomena,

And-ibiscon-thiscapacity: ceivesanotheiimisnsexpression of
feeling-and-to experlence thosefiel selfthatthsactivity-ofartisbased.

If a man infects another or others directly, immediately, by his appearance
or by the sounds he gives vent to at the very time he experiences the feeling;
if he causes anothet man to yawn when He himself cannot help yawning, or
to laugh ot cty when he himself is obliged to laugh or cry, or to suffer when
he himself is suffering—that does not amount to art.

Art begins when one person with the object of joining another or others
to T £ one 81id the gaihe-slig; expresses that feoling by corfi xter-
rial inddiéations. To take the simplest examipte a boy having experienced, let us
say, feaF On encountering a wolf, relates that encounter, and in order o evoke
in others the feeling he has experienced, describes himself, his con-
dition before the encounter, the surroundings, the wood, his own lightheart-
edness, and then the wolf's appearance, its movements, the distance between
himself and the wolf, and so forth. Al this, if only the boy when telling the

story again experiences the feelings he had lived through, and infects the

hearers arid compels them %o feel what he had experienced—is art. Even if the
boy had not seen a wolf but had frequently been afraid of ane, and if wishing
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to evoke in others the fear he had felt, he invented an encounter with a wolf
and recounted it so as to make his hearers share the feelings he expetienced
when he feared the wolf, that alsc would be art. And just in the same way
it is art if a man, having experienced either the fear of suffering or the aftrac-
tion of enjoyment {whether in reality or i imagination), expresses these feel-
ings on eanvas or In marble so that others are infected by them. And it is
also art if a man feels, or imagines to himself, feelings of delight, gladness,
sorrow, despair, courage, or despondency, and the transition from one to
another of these feelings, and expresses them by sounds so that the hearers
are infected by them and experience them as they were experienced by the
composer,

The feelings with which the artist infects others may be most varioug--
very strong ot very weak, very important or very insignificant, very bad or
very good: feelings of love of one's country, self-devotion and submission to
fate or to God expressed in a drama, raptures of lovers described in a novel,
feelings of voluptuousness expressed in a pichure, courage expressed in a
triumphal march, merriment evoked by a dance, humowr eveked by a
funny story, the feeling of quietness transmitted by an evening landscape or
by a Jullaby, or the feeling of admiration evoked by a beautiful arabesque—it
is alt art.

I .only-the-spectators- or auditors-are-infected by-the- feelings: which- the
auther-hasfelty-it-is-att,

To evoke tn oneself a feeling one hns once experienced and having evoked it In
oneself then by neans of movements, lnes, colours, sounds, ot forms expressed in
words, 50 to transmit that feeling that others experience the same feeling—this is the
activity of art. :

Art is @ human activity consisting in this, that one man consciously by means of
cerfain external signs, hands on to others feelings he kas lved through, and that oth-

 ers are infected by these feelings and also experience them. s

- Artis not, as the metaphysicians say, the manifestation of some mysten-":

;ous Idea of beauty or God; it is not, as the sesthetic physiologists say, a game

{ in which man lets off his excess of stored-up energy; it is not, the expressiori

of man’s emotions by external signs; it is not the production of pleasing objects;

- and, above all, it is not pleasure; but it is a means of union among men join-

ing them together in the same feelings, and indispensable for the life and

‘ progress towards well-being of individuals and of humanity. -
As every man, thanks to man's capacity to express thoughts by words,
may know all that has been done for him in the realms of thought by all
humanity before his day, and can in the present, thanks to this capacity to
understand the thoughts of others, become a sharer in their activity and also
himself hand on to his contempozaries and descendants the thoughts he has
assimilated from others as well as those that have arisen in himself; so, thanks
to man’s capacity to be infected with the feelings of others by means of art, all
that is being lived through by his contemporaries is accessible to him, as well

- as the feelings experienced by men thousands of years ago, and he has also
the possibility of transmitting his own feelings to ofhers. G

If people lacked the capacity to receive the thoughts conceived by m
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who preceded them and to pass on to others their own thoughts, men would
be like wild beasts, or like Kasper Hauser.! .

And if men lacked this other capacity of being infected by art, people
might be almost more savage still, .and above all more separated from, and
more hostile o, one another.

And therefore the activity of art is a most important one, as important ag
the activity of speech itself and as generally diffused. - .

As speech does not act on us only in sermons, orations, or books, but in
all those remarks by which we interchange thoughts and experiences with one
ancther, 5o also art in the wide sense of the word permeates our whole life,
but it is only to some of its manifestations that we apply the term in the lim-
ited sense of the word.

We are accustomed to understand art to be only what we hear and see in |

theatres, concerts, and exhibitions; together with buildings, statues, poems,

and novels. . . . But all this is but the smallest part of the art by which we com-
munjcate with one another in life. Al human life is filled with works of art of -

every kind—from cradle-song, jest, mimicry, the ornamentation of houses,

dress, and utensils, to church services, buildings, monuments, and Erivmphal -

processions. It is all artistic activity. So that by art, in the Hmited sense of the
word, we do not mean all human activity transmitting feelings but only that
part which we for some reason select from it and to which we attach special
importance.

This special importance has always been given by men to that part of this
activity which transmits feelings flowing from their religious perception, and
this small part they have specifically called art, attaching to it the full mean-
ing of the word.

That was how men of old—Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle—looked on axt.
Thus did the Hebrew prophets and the ancient Christians regard art. Thus it
was, and still is, understood by the Mohammedans, and thus it still is under
stood by religious folk among our own peasantry.

Some teachers of mankind—such as Plato in his Republic, and people like
the primitive Christians, the strict Mohammedans, and the Buddhists—have
gone so far as to repudiate all art, .

People viewing art in this way (in contradiction to the prevalent view of

ta-day which regards any art as good if only it affords pleasure) held and hold
that art {as contrasted with speech, which need not be listened to) is so highly
dangerous In its power to infect people against their wills, that mankind will
lose far less by banishing all art than by tolerating each and every art.
: Bvidently such people were wrong in repudiating all art, for they denjed
what cannot be denied—one of the indispensable means of communication
without which mankind could not exist, But not less wrong are the people of
civilized European society of our class and day in favouring any art if it but
serves beauty, that is, gives people pleasure,

¥The foundling of Nuremberg,” found in the marketplace of that town on 23rd May 1828, appar-
ently some sixteen years old. He spoke little and was almost totally ignorant even of common
objects. He subsequently explained that he had been brought up in confinement underground and
vislted by only one man, whom he saw but seldom.
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Formerly people feared lest among works of art there might chance to be
some causing corruphion, and they prohibited art altogether. Now they only
fear lest they should be deprived of any enjoyment art can afford, and they
patronize any art, And I think the last error is much grosser than the first and
that its consequences are far more harmful. . . .

1 know that most men—not only those considered clever, but even those who
are very clever and capable of understanding most difficult scientific, mathe-
matical, or philosophic, problems—can seldom discern even the simplest and
most obvious truth if it be such as obliges them to admit the falsity of con-
clusions they have formed, perhaps with much difficulty—conclusions of which
they are proud, which they have taught to others, and on which they have
built their lives. And therefore I have little hope that what I adduce as fo the
perversion of art and taste in our soctety will be accepted or even seriously
constdered. Nevertheless I must state fully the inevitable conclusion to which
my investigation into the question of art has brought me. This investigation

- has brought me to the conviction that almost all that our society considers to

be art, good art, and the whole of art, far fréii beifig real'and good art and the
whaole of art, is nof even art at all biit brly a counterfelt of 1. This position I
Tenow will seem very strange and paradoxieal; but if We drice ackmowledge art
to be a human activity by means of which some people transmit their feelings
to others (and not a service of Beauty, or a manifestation of the Idea, and so
forth), we shall inevitably have to admit this further conclusion akso, If it is
true that art is an activity by means of which one man having experienced a
feeling intentionally transmits it to others, then we have inevitably to admit
further that of all that among us is termed art (the axt of the upper classes)—
of all those novels, stories, dramas, comedies, pictures, sculptures, symphontes,
operas, opereitas, ballets, ete., which profess to be works of art, scarcely one
in a hundred thousand proceeds from an emotion felt by its author, all the rest
“Being but manufactured counterfeits of &'t {i which borrowing, imitation,
effects, and Interest, replace the contagion of feeling. That the proportion of
real productions of art is to the counterfeits as one to some hundreds of thou-
sands or even more, may be seen by the following calculation: I have read
somewhere that the artist painters in Paris alone number 30,000; there will
probably be as many in England, as many in Germany, and as many ir Rus-
gia, Italy, and the smaller states combined. So that in all there will be in Europe,
say, 120,000 painters; and there are probably as many musiclans and as many
literary artists. If these 360,000 individuals produce three works a year each
(and many of them produce ten or more), then each year yields over a miilion
so-called works of art. How many then must have been produced in the last
ten years, and how many in the whole time since upper-class art broke off
from the art of the whole people? Evidently millions. Yet who of all the con-
noisseurs of art has received impressions from all these pseudo works of art?
Not to mention the labouring classes who have no conception of these pro-
ductions, even people of the upper classes cannot know one in a thousand of
them all, and &nnot remember those they have known, These works afl appear
under the guise of art, produce no impression on any one (except when th
serve as pastimes for an idle crowd of rich people), and vanish utterly. .




Art in our society has become so perverted that not only has bad art come to
be considered good, but even the very perception of what art really is has been
Iost. In order to be able to speak about the art of our sodety it is, therefore
first of all necessary fc distinguish art from counterfeit art.

There is one indubitable sign distinguishing real art from its counterfeit—.
namely, the infectiousness of art. If a man without exercising effort and with.
out altering his standpoint, on reading, hearing, ot seeing another man’s work
experiences a mental condition which unites him with that man and with oth-
ers who are also affected by that work, then the abject evoking that condition
is a work of art. And however poetic, realistic, siriking, or interesting, a work
may be, it is not a work of art if it does not evoke that feeling (quite distinet
from all other feelings) of joy and of spiritual union with another {the author)
and with others (those who are also infected by it).

It is true that this indication is an internal one and that there are peaple
wha, having forgotten what the action of real art is, expect something else from
art {in our society the great majority are in this state), and that therefore such
people may mistake for this zsthetic feeling the feeling of diversion and a cer-
fain excitement which they receive from counterfeits of art. But though it is
impossible to undeceive these people just as it may be impossible to convince
a man suffering from colour-blindness that green is not red, yet for all that,

this indication remains perfectly definite to those whose feeling for art is nei-
ther perverted nor atrophted, and it clearly distinguishes the feeling produced -

by art from all other feelings.

The chief peculiarity of this feeling is that the recipient of a truly artistic
impression is s0 united to the artist that he feels as if the work were his own
and not some cne else’s—as if what it expresses were just what he had long
been wishing to express. A real work of art destroys in the consciousness of
the recipient the separation between himself and the artist, and not that alone,
but also between himself and all whose minds receive this work of art, In this
freeing of our personality from its separation and isolation, in this uniting of
it with others, lies the chief characteristic and the great attractive force of art,

If a man is infected by the author’s condition of soul, if he feels this emo-
tion and this union with others, then the object which has effected this is art;
but if there be no such infection, if there be not this unlon with the author and
with others who are moved by the same work-—then it is not art. And not only
is infection a sure sign of axt, but the degree of infectiousness is also the sofe
ineasure of excetlence in art,

Thesfronger. the dnfection.the betfor 5 tHEdrt; ds art, speaking of it now apart
from its subject-matter—that is, not considering the value of the feelings it

transmits. :

And the degree of the infectiousness of art depends on three conditions:

" 1) on the greater or lesser individuality of the feeling transmitted; (2) on the
greater or lesser clearness with which the feeling is transmitted; (3) on the sin-
cerity of the artist; that is, on the greater or lesser force with which the artist
himself feels the emotion he transmits.

The more individual the feeling fransmitted the more strongly does it act
on the recipient; the more individual the state of soul into which he is trans-
ferred the more pleasure does the recipient cbtain and therefore the more read-
ily and strongly does he join in it.
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Clearness of expression assists infection because the recipient who min-
gles In consciousness with the author is the better satisfied the more clearly
that feeling is transmitted which, as it seems to him, he has long known and
felt and for which he has only now found expression. .

But most of all is the degree of infectiousness of art increased by the degree
of sincerity in the artist. As soon as the spectator, hearer, or reader, feels that
the artist is inifected by his own production and writes, sings, or plays, for him-
self, and not merely to act on others, this mental condition of the artist infects
the re_cipient;'and, on the contrary, as soon as the spectator, reader, or hearer,
feels that the author is not writing, singing, or playing, for his own satisfac-
Hon—does not himseH feel what he wishes to express, but is doing it for him,
the recipient—resistance immediately springs up, and the most individual and
the newest feelings and the cleverest technique not only fail to produce any
infection byt actually repel.

I have mentioned three conditions of contagion in art, but they may all be
summed up info one, the last, sincerity; that is, that the artist should be
impelled by an inner need to express his feeling. That condition includes the
first; for if the artlst is sincere he will express the feeling as he experienced it,
And as each man is different from every ane else, his feeling will be individ-
ual for every otie else; and the more indjvidual it is—the more the artist has
drawn it ffom the depths of his nature—the more sympathetic and sincere will
it be, And this same sincerity will impel the artist to find clear expression for
the feeling which he wishes to transmit,

Therefore this third condition—sincerity—is the most important of the
three. It is always complied with in peasant art, and this explains why such
art always acts so powerfully; but it is a condition almost entirely absent from
our upper-class art, which is continuaily produced by artists actuated by per-
sonal aims of covetousness or vanity. '

Such are the three conditions which divide art from its counterfeits, and
which also decide the quality of every work of art considered apart from its
subject-matter.

The absence of any one of these conditions excludes a work from the cat-

egory of art and relegates it to that of arf’s counterfeits. If the work does not
transmit the artist’s peculiarity of feeling and Is thetefare not individual, if it
is unintelligibly expressed, or if it has not proceeded from the author's inner
need for expression—it is pot a work of art, If all these conditions are present
even in the smaliest degree, then the work evex if a weak one is yet a work
of art. ‘ .
The presence in various degrees of these three conditions: individuality,
clearness, and sincerity, decides the merit of a work of art as art, apart frem
subject-matter, All works of art take order of merit according to the degree in
which they fulfif the first, the second, and the third, of these conditions. In one
the individuality of the feeling transmitted may predominate; in another, clear-
ness of expression; in a third, sincerity; while a fourth may have sincerity and
individuality but be deficient in clearness; a fifth, individuality and clearness,
but less sincerity; and so forth, in all possible degrees and combinations,

‘Thus is art divided from what is not art, and thus is the quality of att, a:
art, decided, independently of ifs subject-matter, that is to say, apart frong
whether the feelings it transmits are good or bad. .
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But how are we to define good and bad art with reference to its cont
or subject-matter? . . . .

b I;ilgw in the subject-maiter of art are we to decide what is good and w]
5 ba

Art like speech is a means of communication and therefore of

: T
that is, of the movement of humanity forward towards perfection. Spleaez)]%rreag
ders accessible to men of the latest generations all the knowledge discovereq
by the experience and reflection both of preceding generations and of the bej
and foremost men of their own times; art renders accessible fo men of the Iaf
est generations lall the feelings experlenced by their predecessors and alst
those felt by their best and foremost contemporaries.-And ag the evolution g
knowledge proceeds by truer and more necessary knowledge dislodging and
replacing what was mistaken and unnecessary, so the evolution of feeling pro-
ceeds by-means. of art—feelings less kind and less necessary for the well-being
of mankind being replaced by others kinder and more needful for that end
':.['h:lf: is tttlée p;rpose of a:t.f:?lgd speaking now of the feelings which are its sub
ject-matter, the more art fulfils that ose the better the art, i
fulfils it the worse the art, e " fhe ari and the less 1:
; 1"I‘he appraisemenlt of feelings (that is, the recognition of one or other set of
eelings as more or less good, more or less necessary for the well-bei
mankind} is effected by the religious perception of t;l;yage. i of

In every period of history and in every human society there exists an :

understanding of the meaning of life, which represents the highest

which men of that society have attained—an etgderstanding s’fldicatﬁ‘:lthtz
highest good at which that society aims. This understanding is the religious
perception of the given time and soclety. And this religious perception is
al'.evays clearly expressed by a few advanced men and more or less vividly per-
f:e1ved by members of the soclety generally. Such a religious perception and
its curresp?ndlng expression always exists in every society, If it appears to us
that there is no religious perception in our society, this is not because there
really is none, but only because we do not wish to see it. And we often wish
noF to see it because it exposes the fact that our life is inconsistent with that
religicus perception. .

Religious perception in a society is like the direction of a flowing river. If
the river flows at all it must have a direction. If a society lives, there must be
a religious perception indicating the direction in which, more or less con-
sciously, all its members tend,

And so there always has been, and 1s, a religious perception in eve: i-
ety. And it is by the standard of this religious peféeptir?n th?; the feeﬁngzyhznrf;-
rmtte‘d by art have always been appraised. It has always been only on the basis
of this religiolus perception. of their age, that men have chosen from amid the
endlessly vanled spheres of art that art which transmitted feelings making reli-
Blous perception operative in actual fife. And such art has always been highly
:valued and encouraged, while art transmitting feefings already outlived, flow-
ing from the antiquated religious perceptions of a former age, has always been
com':lemned and despised, All the rest of art transmitting those most diverse
feelings by means of whick people commune with one another was not con-
demned and was tolerated if only it did not transmit feelings contrary to reli-
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glous perception. Thus for instance among the Greeks, art transmitting feel-
ings of beauty, strength, and courage (Hesiod, Homer, Phidias} was chosen,
approved, and encouraged, while art transmitting feelings of rude sensuality,
despondency, and effeminacy, was condemned and despised. Among the
Jews, art tranamitting feelings of devotion and submission to the God of the
Hebrews and to His will (the epic of Genesis, the prophets, the Psalms) was
chosen and encouraged, while art transmitting feelings of idolatry {the Golden
Calf) was condemned and despised, All the rest of art—stories, songs, dances,
ornamentation of houses, of utensils, and of clothes—which was not contrary
to religious perception, was neither distinguished nor discussed. Thus as
regards ifs subject-matter hag art always and everywhere been appraised and
thus it should be appraised, for this attitude towards art proceeds from the
fundamental chasacteristics of human nature, and those characteristics do not
change.

I know that according to an cpinion current in cur times religion is a
superstition humanity has outgrown, and it is therefore assumed that no such
thing exists as a religious perception common to us all by which art in our
fime can be appraised. I know that this is the opinion current in the pseudo-
cultured drcles of today. People who do not acknowledge Christianity in
its true meaning becaute it undermines their social privileges, and who
therefare invent all kinds of phifosophic and asthetic theories to hide from
themselves the meaninglessness and wrongfulness of their lives, cannot think
otherwise. These people intentionally, ot sometimes unintentionally, confuse
the notion of a relighous cult with the notion of religious perception, and think
that by denying the cult they get rid of the perception. But even the very
attacks on religion and the attempts to establish an idea of life contrary to
the religious perception of our times, most clearly demonstrate the exist-
ence of a refigious perception condemning the lives that are not in harmony
with it.

If humanity progresses, that is, moves forward, there must inevitably be
a guide to the direction of that movement. And religions have always fur-
nished that guide. All history shows that the progress of humanity is accom-
plished no otherwise than under the guidance of religion. But if the race can-
not progress without the guidance of religion,—and progress is always going
on, and consequently goes on also in our own times,—then there must be a
religion of our times, So that whether it pleases or displeases the so-calted cul-
tured people of to-day, they must admnit the existence of religion—not of a reli-
gious cult, Catholic, Protestant, or another, but of religious perception—which
even in our times is the guide always present where there is any progress. And
if a rellgious perception exists amongst us, then the feelings dealt with by our
art should be appraised on the basis of that religious perception; and as has
been the case always and everywhere, art transmitting feelings flowing from
the religious perception of our time should be chosen from amid all the indif-
ferent art, should be acknowledged, highly valued, and encouraged, while art
running counter to that perception should be condemned and despised, and
all the remaining, indifferent, art should neither be distinguished nox enco
aged.
5 The religious perception of cur time in its widest and most practical ap,
cation is the consciousness that our well-being, both material and spi i
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indjvidual and collective, temporal and eternal, lies in the growth of brotk
hood among men=—in their loving hatmony with one anather. This Ppercepti
{5 not anly expressed by Christ and all the best mien of past ages, it is not
repeated in most varied forms and from most diverse sides by the best m
of otr times, but it already serves as a clue to all the compiex fabour of humg
ity, cotisisting as this labour dces on the ohe hand in the destruction of phij
icdl and morat obstacles to the union of men, and on the othier hand in estz
lishing the principles common to all meh which can and should unite them
one universal brotherhood, And it i on the basis of this perception that
should appraise all the phenomena of our life and among the rest our art als
choosirlxg from ali its realms and highly prizing and encouraging whateve
tranamits feelings flowing from this teligious perception, rejecting whatever
contrary to it, and not attributing to the resi of art an importance that does
properly belong toit. . , . .

Christian art either evokes in men feelings which through leve of Cod and
one’s neighbour draw them to closer and ever closer union and make th
ready for, and capable of, such union; or evokes in them feetings which show
them that they ate already united iti the joys and sorrows of ife. And ther
fote the Christiaz art of our time cin be and is of two Kinds: first, art bans-
mitting feelings flowing from a religious perception of man’s position in the
world in relation o God and to his neighbout-—religious art in the limifed
meaning of the term; and secondly, art transwiitiing the simplest feelings of
common life, but such dlways as are accessible to all men in the wholé world—
the art of common Hfe—the art of the people-—universal art. Only these two
kinds of art can be considered good art in our time.

. The first, réligious art—transmitting both positive feelings of love of God
and one’s neighbour, and negative feelings of indignation arid horror at the
violation of love—manifests itself chiefly in the form of words, and fo some
extent also iri painting and sculpturer the second kind, universal art, trans-
mitting feelings accesgible to all, manifests itself in words, in painting, in sculp-
ture, in dances, in architeciure, and most of all in music. .

H I were asked to give fmodern examples of éach of these kinds of art, then
as examples of the Highest art flowing from love of God and man thoth of the
higher, positive, and of the lower, negafive kind), in literature 1 should name
The Robbers by Schiller; Victor Hugo's Les Pauvres Gens and Les Misérabies: the
novels and stories of Dickens—The Tale of Twe Cities, The Christmas Carai: The
Chimes, and others—Uncle Tom's Cabin; Dostoévski’s works—especially his
Metitofrs from the House of Death—and Adgm Bede by George Eliot, . . ,

To give examples from the modern art of cur upper classes, of art of the sec-
ond Vkind: good universal drt, or even of the art of a whole people, is yet more
dlfx‘.icglt, especially in litetature and music, If there are some works which by
theu_-‘ inner contents might be assigfied to this class (such ds Don Quixote,
Molitre’s comedies, David Copperfield and The Pickwick Papers by Dickens,
Gégol's and Pashkin’s tales, and some things of Maupassant's), these works
for the most part—owing to the exceptional nature of the feelings they trans-
mit, and the superfluity of special details of time and locality, and above all
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on account of the poverty of their subject-matter in comparison with examples
of universal ancient art {such, for instance, as the story of Joseph)—are com-
prehensible only to people of thelr own circle. That Joseph's brethren, being
jealous of his father’s affection, sell him to the merchants; that Potiphar's wife
wishes ta tempt the youth; that having attained to highest station he takes pity
on his brothers, Including Benjamin the favourite—these and alt the rest are
feelings accessible aifke to a Russian peasant, a Chinese, an African, a child,
or an old man, educated or uneducated; and it is all written with such vestraint,
is so free from any superfluous detail, that the story may be fold to any circle
and will be equally comprehensible and touching to everyone. But not such
are the feelings of Don Quixote or of Moligre's heroes (though Moliére is per-
haps the most universal, and therefore the most exceillent, artist of modern
tmes}, nor of Pickwick and his friends. These feelings are not common to ali
men but very exceptional, and therefore to make them contagious the authors
have surrounded them with abundant details of time and place. And this
abundance of detail makes the stories difficult of comprehension to all who do
not live within reach of the conditions described by the author.

The author of the novel of Joseph did not need to describe in detail, as
would be done nowadays, the blood-stained coat of foseph, the dwelling and
dress of Jacob, the pose and attire of Potiphar's wife, and how adjusting the
bracelet on her left arm she said, ‘Come to me,” and so on, because the con-
tent of feeling in this novel is so strong that all details except the most essen-
tial—such as that Joseph went out into another room to weep—are superflu-
ous and would only hinder the transmission of emotion. And thexvefore this
novel is accessible to alf men, touches people of all nations and classes young
and old, and has lasted to our times and will yet last for thousands of years
to come. But strip the best novels of our time of their details and what will
remain?

it is therefore impossible in modern literature to indicate works fully sat-
isfying the demands of universality. Such works as exist are to a great extent
spollt by what is usually called ‘realism’, but would be better termed ‘provin-
claliam’, in art.

In music the same occurs as in verbal art, and for similar reasons. In con-
sequence of the poorness of the feeling they contain, the melodies of the mod-
ern composers are amazingly empty and insignificant. And to strengthen the
impression produced by these empty melodies the new musicians pile com-
plex modulations on each trivial melody, not only in their own national man-
net, but also in the way characteristic of their own exclusive circle and partic-
ular musical school. Melody-—every melody-—is free and may be understood
of all men; but as soon as it is bound up with a particular harmony, it ceases
to be accessible except to people trained to such harmony, and it becomes
strange, not only to common men of another naticnality, but to all who do not
belong to the circle whose metnbers have accastomed themselves to cerfain
forms of harmonization. So that music, like poetry, travels in a vicious circle.
Trivial and exclusive melodies, in order to make them attractive, are lade
with harmonic, rhythmic, and orchestral complications and thus become ye
more exclusive, and far from being universal are not even national, that is,
are not comprehensible to the whole people, but only to some people.




In music, besides marches and dances by various composers which satig
the demands of universal art, one can indicate very few works of this clgg
Bach's famous violin arig, Chopin’s nocturne in B flat major, and perhap,
dozen bifs (not whaole pieces, but parts) selected from the works of Hayds,
Mozart, Schubert, Beethoven, and Chopin.?

Although in painting the same thing is repeated as in poetry and
music—namely, that in order to make them more interesting, ‘works weak {
conception axe surfounded by minutely studied accessories of time and plag
which give them a temporary and focal interest but make them less umiveit
sal--still in painting more than in other spheres of art may be found work
satisfying the demands of universal Christian art; that is to say, thete are mord
works expressing feelings in which all men may participate.

In the arts of painting and sculpture, all pictures and statues in so-calle
gente style, representations of animals, Jandscapes, and caricatures with sub
jects comprehensible to every one, and also alf kinds of ornaments, are umnd
versal in subject-matter. Such productions in painting and sculpture are very
numerous (for instance, china doils), but for the most part such objects {fo
instance, ornaments of all kinds) are either not considered fo be art or are con:
sidered to be art of a low quality. In reality all such objects if only they trans:
mit a true feeling experienced by the artist and comprehensible to every ond
(however insignificant it may seem to us to be), are works of real, goad, Chris
tian, art. . ..

In painting we must similarly piace in the class of bad ast all ecclesiastical

patriotic, and exclusive pictures; all pictures representing the amusements and
allurements of a rich and idle life; all so-called symbolic pictures in which the :
very meaning of the symbol is comprehensible only to those of a certain cir -

cle; and above all pictures with voluptuous subjects—all that odious female
nudity which fifls all the exhibitions and galleries. And to this class belongs
almost all the chamber and opera music of our Himes,beginning especially
with Beethoven {Schumann, Berlioz, Liszt, Wagner),—by its subject-matter
devoted to the expression of feelings accessible only to people who have devel-
oped in themselves an unhealthy nervous irritation evoked by this exclusive,
artificial, and complex music, '

“What! the Ninth Symphony not a good work of art!’ I hear exclaimed by
indignant voices.

And T reply: Most cextatnly it is not. All that I have written [ have written

“While offering as exanyples of art those that seem to me best, I nttach no special importance to
my selection; for, besides being insufficiently informed in ali branches of art, T belong to the class
of people whose taate has been perverted by false training. And- therefore ey old, inured habits
may cause jne to err, and I may mistake for absalute merit the impression a work produced on
me in my youth. My only purpose in mentioning examples of works of this or that class Is to make
my teaning clearer and to show how, with my present views, I understand exceilence in art in
relation fo its subject-matter. 1 must moreover mention that I consign my own artistic productions
to the category of bad art, excepting the story God sees the Truth but Waits, which seeks a place in
the flest class, and A Prisoner of the Caveasus, which belonge to the secend.—T,.T.

{.Bnth iliis.t)nrles mentioned are inciuded in Twenty-Three Tales in the World’s Classics’ Tolstdy
geries.——A. )
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with the sole purpose of finding a clear and reasonable criterion by which to
judge the merits of works of art. And this criterion, coinciding with the indi-
cations of plain and sane sense, indubitably shows me that that symphony of
Beethoven's is not a good work of art, Of course to people educated in the
worship of certaln productions and of their authors, to people whose taste has
been perverted just by being educated in such a worship, the acknowledgment
that such a celebrated work is bad, is amazing and strange. But how are we
to escape the indications of reason and commen sense?

Beethoven's Ninth Symphony i considered a great work of art. To verify
its-claim to be such I must first ask myself whether this work transmits the
highest religious feeling? I reply in the negative, since music in itself cannot
transmit those feelings; and therefore I ask myself next: Since this work does
rot belong to the highest kind of religious art, has it the other characteristic of
the good art of our time—the guality of uniting all men in one common feel-
ing—does it rank as Christian universal art? And again I have no optien but
to reply in the negative; for not only do I not see how the feelings transmitted
by this work could unite people not specially trained to submit themselves to
its complex hypnotism, but [ am unable to imagine to myself a crowd of nor-
mal people who could understa nd anything of this long, confused, and arti-
ficial production, except short snatches which aze lost in a sea of what is incom-
prehensible. And therefore, whether I like it or not, I am competled to conclude
that this work belongs to the rank of bad att, It is curious to note in this con-
nexion, that attached to the end of this very symphony is a poem of Schiller’s
which (though somewhat obscu rely) expresses this very thought, namely,
that feeling (Schiller speaks only of the feeling of gladness) unites people and
evokes love in them. But though this poem is sung at the end of the symphony,
the music does not accord with the thought expressed in the verses; for the
music is exclusive and does not unife all men, but unites only a few, dividing
them off from the rest of mankind.

And just in this same way, in all branches of art, many and many works
considered great by the upper classes of our society will have to be judged. By
this one sure criterion we shall have to judge the celebrated Divine Comedy and
Jerusalem Delivered, and a great part of Shakespeare’s and Goethe's work, and
in painting every representation of miracles, including Raphael’s Transfigura-
tion, etc. :

Whatever the work may be and however it may have been extolled, we
have first to ask whether this work is one of real art, or & counterfeit, Having
acknowledged, on the basis of the indication of its infectiousness even to a
small class of people, that a certain production belongs to the realm of art, it
is necessary on this basis to decide the next question, Does this work belong
to the category of bad exclusive art opposed to religious perception, or of
Christian art uniting people? And having acknowledged a work to belong to
real Christian art, we must then, according to whether it transmits feelings
flowing from love of God and man, or merely the simple feelings uniting all
men, assign it a place in the ranks of religious art, or in those of universal art,

Only on the basis of such verlfication shall we find it possible to selec
from the whole mass of what in our sodiety claims to be art, those works whi
form real, important, necessary, spiritual food, and to separate them fro;




522 ‘ Secton 4 Art: Purposes and Pertli

the harmful and useless art and from the counterfeis of art which Surround;
ug, Only on the basis of such verification shall we be able to rid ourselves of
the pernicious results of harmful art and avail ourselves of that beneficent
action which is the ptirpose of true and good art, and which is indispensablg
for the spiritual life of man and of humanity.




