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PRINCETON ÜNIVERSITY 

PBINCETON, NEW JERSEY 

February 17, 1959. 
Defartuuní of FMioioffiy 

Profesaor José Ferrater Hora 
Department of PhiloBophy 
Bryn Mawr College 
Bryn Mawr, Fennsylvanla. 

Dear Profesaor Ferrater: 

I an eorry to be so late wlth thcse commenta, 

but thls first semeater, after a year'a sabbatical 

in Italy has been falrly hectic, beaides which, the 

book dld not get to me until my return thla September. 

What I shall do in tbe attached, is to malee 

some general observatlons, and then offer some speclflc 

crlticlsms of the three articlea, Arte, Estética, and 

Bello, on which I shall concéntrate. 

Best wlshes. 

Slncerely yours, 

Artbur Szathmary.y 

2t'2f^^). 



lapsrt • * a r t i e l e s r e l a t l a g te e s t b e t l e s la f e r r e t e r ' s 

Diccionario da f i l o s o f í a . 

May Z aay í l r e t Chat cha Plc t laaary represente a very im-

prcss lve accoa?l lsh»ent , and tbat I» « y s e l f , have foand l t { a l t e 

u»eful- laeh a r t l c l e * a i "Fheneatenelogy* and "Ext s t en t i e l l s" 

cantata a good deal ef material aot aaa l ly found elaawhere, pre­

sentad la sdalrably «laar farau I amat add, however, tbat tha 

overall q u s l l t y af Cha a r t i e l a * l a the f l e l d I have beeo esked ta 

diseñe* la aot aa high aa Chat ©f ethers I hava read, aad tbat 

aven aaong thaa tbara ara d e f l a l t a d l f f erences l a q u e l i t y . Froa 

these , and alaa fren atbara euts lde tha f l e l d , I gathar the l a -

presslon tbat Frofessor Farratar has nat dacldad aa a eonslatant 

approaeh to theproblea «f praacntatlaa aad cholee of Material 

ander the vsr ioue top lea . Fer exaapla, In tha a r t l c l e , E s t é t i c a 

he offera a f a i r l y eye teaat i c account • £ tha varleus coneeptlona 

of the f l e l d tbat hava been propasad In b i s t o r y , dolng tha work 

througbouc of the dlapaasloaata Interpretar of types of thought and 

cndlng with «orne remarle» on tbe present a tata of the d i s c i p l i n a . 

Tha a r t l c l e , Arta, however, la for tbe moat part a personal e sssy 

on the subject wltb emphasls on the Ideas of Ortega, and Milton 

Nahra, and soné of h l s own* Thla Isek of conslstency Z 

conslder a ser lous d e f e c t , aot beesuse I bave any a p r i o r ! - — - - - - -

objectione to v r l t l n g pbllosophlcal assays froa one's own polnt 

ov ylew In a "dlctlonary" but becausa Z tblnk tbat for tha 

readers* benef l t a de f ln l ta cholea of ene approaeh has to be 

made. I t la natural for tha reader¿to vant to knov vhat to 

go ta sucb a book for , and vhether ta axpect a h l s t o r l c a l 



survey or • «ehematisetlon of the varlous eubjec t s , o í s©»«thing 

e l t e , and l f they go from Arta v í th expeetat loas derivad from thair 

reading of g s t e t l c a - e r - v l c e varga they w l l l be j u t t i f i a b l y d i s -

appolnted, Kortoveí, I caite no aacrat of ay personal opinión that 

a dlctlonary la nst rte piuca for e i e s y i , l f no othar raaaon than 

t h a t , one cannot develop cae** Ideas « u f í l c t e n t l y ln the l imitad 

apaee that sueh a dlct lonary affords. 

The c omínente to follow ahould ha raad v i th the fact that 

they-arg v r l t t e n from thla "object ív iat" b l a i . 

A r t l c l e , Bel lo 

P. 151. c o l . 3 £f. The account of the Hlpplaa and phaedrus la a 

l l t t l e extended» coaaldarlng «bat the author derives froa I t . 

The "peychologleal" and "epistemológica! theor les meatloned ara 

not "ant l -P la ton lc ," hut rcthcr "Plato-negat iva," ln the aenae that 

they are thcorie» about what It venid nevar oecur to Plato to 

theorlse about. The varlous theorles batveen the Platonlc and the 

ant l -P la ton lc should, I thlnk, be located h l s t o r l c a l l y . 

P* 152, c o l . 3 . For reasons lndlcatad under the a r t l c l a , "Cnoseologia" 

wouldn't l t be v i s a to flnd a synonymous axpreselon, or Invent one? 

ídem, The «tatémente that beauty la a "eoclal l n a t l n c t , " and 

"purposefulnesa wlthout purpoee" requlre some c l a r i f I c a t l o n . Doea 

Schopenhauer define beauty as the recognlt lon of the general ln 

the particular? Why l s Cousln's theory, ef so l l t t l e Importance 

h l s t o r l c a l l y , mentloned? 

p. 153, c o l . 1 From the author's examplaeaéf ins tantes of the 

"semantlc" approaeb to the b e a u t l f a l , l t seems that he l s eonfuslng 

aamantle accounte of the natura of a r t l s t i e e x p r e s i ó n , vhlch are 

not neeessar l ly theor les of the beaut l fu l v í th any tbeoret l ea l 



atteatpt te define beanty. On t h i s ceaeeption* any theery whiefa 

aimed at »ucb a daf in i t ion venid be a "eenautic" thaory, and thia 

vould lac lada p r a c t i c a l l y a l l theor les mi a r t , in which eaaa *ee*antieM 

vould inclade too nuch to mean «uch. 

J5J, cpli 2 The d l a t i n c t l o a betveen "axlo logica l" aad "ethical" 

approachea la not e laar . Thia la re latad to the faet that toa 

atacement that beauty la "not a r a a l l t y or a property, bnt a Taina" 

IB not c l rár as i t standa. 

idea. 1 personal ly canaot understand the r e l a t i v a epaee given to 

Icheler and Hartaenn at conparad v i t a that devoted to Hegel. 

Blbliographyt X ttotleo oaiealon of the vorke «f F r a l l , Fepper, E. 

Church - but my auggeetlen la not te expand, bnt to c laea l fy nndar 

headlngs euggeated by the a r t l e l a ("Hot P lateó le and aa t i -F la toa le M I ) 

A r t l c l e , E s t é t i c a 

p. 446, col* 1 I t seems uiujiee £6 begin v l th the neaning of 

"esthet ic" in transcendental^ 

longer a l i v e . 

P. 447, c o l . 1 "Perfeetion of aena l t lve knowledge" requires e l u c i -

dation, vfhích la not given i t adeqnately at the botton of the colaran. 

p . 447. c o l . 2 I t s t r i k e s me that purposefulneaa v i thout purpoee, 

i s not e l e a r l y explalned. 

p. 447, c o l . 3 Xa not the author begglng the questlon vhen he aaya 

that ideal latB reduce the e s t h e t i c to elementa a l i e n to l t s e l f T 

p. 447 tfhat la given in thia colman la d l f ferent de f in i t l ena 

of "the e s t h e t i c " and not d l f ferent def ln l t iona of e a t h e t l c a . 

p. 447, c o l . 3 Xt la Incorrect to aay that In tu l t lon ia ta nave 

dravn a hard-and-faat U n e betweea e s t h e t i c i n t u l t l o n and expreaelon, 

aa the author h i a s e l f pointa ont ln the a r t l c l e . B e l l o . 

I t la cer ta in ly queetlouable whethar paychologiata 

unvlae ttf begln v l th the neaning of 

í t a l ^ e v & e t l e , " only to put i t aaide aa no 
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and s o e i o l o g i s t s of art r e í ec t the «eaning of art te i t i origina.** 

Here example, i l l u s t r a t i o n i* requíred. 

p. 448, e e l . 1 Xt i s incorreet to say that «eiaiotic aes ' tet icss 

confine» i t s e l f te th« analysle e f e s t h e t l e iconic s i g o s . " (Vhy 
M es the t l c N f ) Laagtr, fox exauple, departa from t h i i and réntalas 

a s e m i o t l c l s t . Hor la i t true that the object l i in terpretat ion 1 

ef the a e s t e t i c ebjee t a* a v e h i e l e of eonmunicatión. Expresslon 

voald he more to the peine, 

Blbllographyt Similar comment to the oreceding. In place ef 

"soclology of eatoet l .es ," I euggest soclo logy of ar t , and, add, 

Wby i i no Harxlst v r l t l n g mentionedt 

A r t i c l * , Ixpreaalon 

Of those I have read, t h l i X eoni lder the pooreet . The examples 

of forma of phi losophleal expresaion are not used to c l a r i f y the 

concept of expresaion or varying senaes of expression. At t i s tes , 

moreover, (notably, in the c r i t í c i s m of Croce) he assumes a 

meanlng of expression which i s not explained elsewhere. So far 

as I can s e e , the queation of expresaion aa an a r t i s t i c phenoa-

enon i s aliaos t untouched. 

A r t i c l e , Arte 

p. 112, c o l . 2 Xt i s trué. that there are almost as raany concep-

t ions of art as there are pVí lo s /ph le s . Bnt i t la not true that 

a l l these theorles deal w i t h \ a / t as an a c t l v i t y . More importaat, 

the conception that the a r t i s Á o f fers * "certaín idea of the 

world" Is to be found in re l 'at i í^ ly few phl losophies . The im-

press ion glven by Forrater/s prelYmlnary remarks la the f a l s e one 

that a l l philosophers of art have tfg/itten var iat ions on the 

http://eatoetl.es
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l«ie tbtne, when, * at leaat «o I balleve - Arlatotle and 

legal are rcally thaorising about tvo different eubjacta. 

íbir differanct aheurd b« made clear in any obJeeJtiTe aceount. 

Idea. Tbe atatemeot, \art Is eelther aalvation/ñor uaeful action" 

la ont of tbe stetementi\l hay* I B atad when «4 speek of positlona 

vhlch weuld taba tea long\to defend and the&efore bava no place 

in a dlctlonary. 

p. 113. cal* 1* Tba exprés lóSa "Intuitiva symbolism" la tundear 

In tbe extreme at tbla polnt, \nd la^aot sede much clearer by 

the (much later) referente ta thN̂  d/fference betveen, "interna!" 

and "avbatltutlTa** aymbela. 

ídem, finca tbe conception of /tbe\beautl£ul" bas not been 

analyxed In aueb a vay ea to dlatlngd&ah lt elearly from tbe 

expresslve, it ta net clearyvhat lerraVer meana vhan be aaya 

tbat art I B expreaalve berare bclng beautlful. 

p. 113.a col. 2 Tbe not/on oí "emotion o \ tbe forma" la In 

dlre need of explicati^n. 

p. 114. col. 1 f. i/ii not eaay to aee how \he preaentatlon of 

Hahm'a conception oÁ tbe problema of understandlng the struc* 

ture of the work of ert aummarises what precedes lt. 

ke\llttle aense/of Blbllograpbyt 1 can make\little aense/of the cholee of texta. 

If Vivas and Hahm and Munro\ vhy not/prall, SantayanaT If not 

Gentil* why not Croce? Vhy Richards'rather speclallced Science 

and Poetryt If the artlcle vereVclearly organizad according to 

categórica, then I would auggeai a\highly anlective bibllography 

under "aspeete" of varloua problema. 

General commenta: lt aeema aimost lmpe&inent to aay tbat the 

article recognlsea only a ama 11 number of tesarles aa to the 



"••tur* of art»H ao fax d o M dotnr/thl» icen £rom the inteo-

tion af th.« autbor. Tba l*f\r*a& reader vould bt eurprlsed 

to fiad that there ara Bhiloo£pli«rs of art who would aot 

fleÉíne art I B Carma ef "•3^r«»»i*o." oí "Bynbol" of I O B I 

aort. 

-fjL ^J^-J 
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