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(Caravaggio, the Sacrifice of Isaac)

INTRODUCTION: THE DUAL PURPOSE OF MY TALK
For us, this book is a beginning, in two senses. First of all, it’s the first real monograph that we have from Vygotsky, the first clear attempt to lay out the consistent method that brings him to the very threshold of human consciousness itself in the final chapter of Thinking and Speech. But secondly, the ambitious program that Vygotsky lays out for the study of art and psychology and their inter-relationship has barely been touched in the eight decades since he wrote it. 
This is hardly surprising, since he did not publish it. Leontiev suggests, on no particular evidence, that this was due to his dissatisfaction with the text rather than a lack of publishing opportunities. But we know that Vygotsky, when he was given the chance, published much more incomplete material (including Educational Psychology, which was published at more or less the same time). 

A few people have tried to draw our attention to this book before. V.V. Ivanov presented the children’s writer Chukovsky with an early Russian copy (but there is no evidence that he read it, and in the event he did it seems unlikely that he did so sympathetically). Gunilla Lindqvist says that it is a necessary complement to the work on intellectual development in children, a starting point for the consideration of Vygotsky’s theory of creativity and even his work on play. 

As we’ll see, she’s on very firm ground here; we might even go so far as to suggest that this explains Leontiev’s tepid introduction, for Leontiev disagrees with Vygotsky over precisely these points. And now Peter Smagorinsky, in his hour long interview with Andy Blunden, has done us the great service of putting it back on the table for discussion. 

My contribution to the discussion is really two talks, although I have no clear idea of how much actual talk I have before me, and how much people will be able to stand. On the one hand, I am going to try to use Vygotsky’s early work The Psychology of Art as a kind of THEORETICAL afterword to two chapters of his earlier book, Educational Psychology, specifically the chapter on aesthetic education and the chapter on ethical education. On the other, I want to consider it as the METHODOLOGICAL prologue to the mature work on intellectual development that we find in Thinking and Speech.
When you read the two chapters in Educational Psychology on esthetics and ethics, you get a pretty good idea of what Bruner means when he calls Vygotsky a master of suspense. In each case he sets up a problem that appears unsolvable, a problem with deep roots in the learning paradox and also in the old adage about leading a horse to water. How can we teach children to a thirst for something of which they have no real experience and of which they cannot even form a real concept? 
One by one, he examines the extant solutions and finds that all of them place something other than the true object of instruction in its place. At last he emerges with the true object of instruction: the higher esthetic concept, or the higher ethical one. We experience enormous satisfaction; we feel that this must be the true solution to the problem lies. 

But… then Vygotsky shows us that aesthetic instruction for aesthetic appreciation alone also replaces the higher concept with a purely “culinary”, hedonistic pleasure. It does not enable the child as a producer of art, and it falls far short of the Marxist ideal of infusing life with art. Neither the idea of an “inherent” morality in the child nor the use of teaching methods extrinsic to ethical ideas (“consequentialism”) can possibly lead to ethical self-regulation in children. 
As teachers we know that the mere fact that these appear impossible does remarkably little to prevent them from actually happening. Some children DO grow up aesthetically responsive and even moral. So we are left in the position of the fussy classroom theoretician Professor Smagorinsky mentions in his work on teacher education: Yes, that’s all very well in practice, but what I want to know is how it works in THEORY. 
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Well, here Vygotsky provides some answers, or at least some ways of answering. But to do this he inevitably broaches, or at least encroaches, on the themes of his later work on concept formation in children, Thinking and Speech. Readers of that book will invariably be reminded of this one, and readers of this one will have a hard time not thinking of that one, just as in Homer the lines “and they lay down to sleep by the shelving sea” invariably call to mind the refrain “When rosy fingered dawn touched the sky…”.  

(Le phoque mort, David Kellogg)

TABLE OF CONTENTS: WHAT’S ON THE MENU
We have a tendency to skip Tables of Contents; why bother to read the menu if you are going to go ahead and order everything? But perhaps it’s worth pausing and pondering a little over this one. It doesn’t, as we will see, really begin at the beginning: there isn’t much historical background, or a definition and a set of examples, or anything like that. On the other hand, it is laid out rather like “Thinking and Speech”, like Volosinov’s “Marxism and the Philosophy of Language” and even rather like Marx’s “Capital”. 

That is, there is a brief methodological chapter in which the problem is stated, namely the problem of establishing what is particularly artistic about the psychological response we have to art, or what is specifically aesthetic about the aesthetic response (or the “aesthetic reaction”, to use the somewhat unfortunate terminology of the man who was the contemporary equivalent of Vygotsky’s Ph.D. supervisor, Kornilov).

As with “Thinking and Speech”, the statement of the problem and method is followed by three critiques of the main trends of the time. These are: art as perception (“vicarious seeing”), art as technique (“de-automatizing”) and art as psychoanalysis (“the talking cure”). 
These critiques are mostly immanent critiques rather than experimental ones. They are mostly carried out “from within”, by accepting the logical assumptions of the school and trying to draw out the logical conclusions; by taking each school at its word and seeing where those words lead.

As with “Thinking and Speech”, these critiques of the major trends are followed by some “empirical” studies in which a working hypothesis of Vygotsky’s own gradually takes shape. First there is a study of the fable, in which the LYRICISM (the non-visual, but also non-formalistic and conscious) aspects of the art form are foregrounded. Second, there is a generalization of some of the principles, and these are applied to other forms (epic, drama, etc.). There is a somewhat clumsy examination of the short story, Bunin’s “Gentle Breath” (Vygotsky actually counts the number of times that people breath when they read the story!). 
This section ends with the tragedy of Hamlet, which bears the marks of prior composition (Vygotsky does a lot of mind changing in this chapter, and his own mind is certainly not exempt!). But Vygotsky’s critical work on Hamlet ALSO bears clear marks of Vygotsky’s more general theory of human consciousness yet to come. The chapter on “Hamlet” is also, I shall argue, a kind of case study of Vygotsky’s TEACHING style; Vygotsky at the lecturn was in many ways an artist of the very highest caliber himself. 

Finally, as with “Thinking and Speech”, there is an attempt to put all the parts of the aesthetic response back together and show how the approach works to describe everyday acts of aesthetic appreciation. There are three chapters in the final section. The first really formulates explicitly for the first time what Vygotsky has done in hollowing out the Aristotelian notion of “catharsis” and filling it with his own content (much as he hollowed out Piagetian terms like “egocentric speech” and give them new content in “Thinking and Speech”). The second  chapters generalizes this to many different art forms. But it is in many ways the last chapter that tells us what this book is REALLY about, the topic that dares not speak its name. You will remember that “Thinking and Speech”, which ends with very extensive references to art and literature, only allows the true object of investigation, human consciousness, to peep through in the very final words.

What is the TRUE object of inquiry, if not “the aesthetic reaction”? Actually, I think the title of the last section gives it away. The futurists of Vygotsky’s time were raising the slogan of “infusing life with art”. Now, this was partly an early twentieth century response to the great works of realism (think of Middlemarch in English and Tolstoy’s great novels War and Peace and Anna Karenina in Russian), which were more or less explicitly founded on the principle of infusing art with everyday life.
But with the Russian Revolution, “not infusing art with life, but infusing life with art” become much more than an irritable response to 19th Century realism. It became a revolutionary program. Just as the Russian revolutionaries saw that labor and production in revolutionary Russia was to be saturated with modern technology and workers infused with the latest ideas from modern science, Vygotsky saw a world where labor was saturated with creativity and workers were inspired by the very latest ideas from Hellenistic (Acmeist) poetics, constructivist architecture, and the brand new art forms of cinema and photography. 

Here, Vygotsky was wrong. In many ways, our art is the dystopic opposite of the “art of the future” with which this book ends. That world is not our world. But that was hardly his fault! 

EPIGRAPH (AND PUNCH LINE): THE VIEW FROM ABOVE
This book begins with an epigraph from Spinoza. Vygotsky takes Spinoza’s “monist” manifesto and turns it into a kind of materialist one, a response to idealist criticisms that “it is impossible that solely from the laws of nature considered as extended substance we should be able to deduce the causes of buildings, pictures, and things of the kind which are produced only by human art”. Let me offer, tentatively, three ways of reading this materialist manifesto, hypotheses to be tested against the subsequent text. 

The first way is a rather behaviorist way, which says that human consciousness, including imagination, can be seen as a property of the body and the body alone; there is no need to “fix the limits of the body’s power or say what can be concluded from a consideration of its sole nature” and there is no need to posit a “mind” capable of leading it. This is probably how Vygotsky’s Ph.D. supervisor would read it, and as we’ll see in various places in the book Vygotsky himself is not immune to this reading; the author of this book is still trying to extend the substance of behaviorism and reflexology into consciousness, without breaking with its basic assumptions.

But the phrase “extended substance” (for body) can also be read in another way. The “extended substance” might be the body extended using tools, such as paint brushes, chisels, musical instruments, and signs, such as words, clauses, and texts. This is certainly how Leontiev, who writes a rather tepid preface to the book, would read them, and it’s certainly a more promising way of reading the book than the first one: there is a place for the social and the cultural, if only as “congealed” in the form of artifacts, that is, tools and signs.  
Finally (and this is the reading that I am going to advocate here) the “extended substance” that Spinoza refers to might be the extension of the individual body into the social body—the psychology of art, then, would refer to the psychology not of a single mind but of a society and a culture. Rather than being the “social expression” of emotion art is the instantiation of a “good life” at an individual level, and that “good life” is sociocultural rather than individual from its very inception. 

At the very end of this book, Vygotsky rather perversely uses the Christian gospels to tell two Jewish jokes. The first is the story of Christ feeding the four thousand with a few loaves and a few fishes (Matthew, 14 19-20; Mark, 8: 1-9; Luke 9: 12-14). It is, of course, miraculous viewed from above, but from the point of view of each individual down amongst the multitudes there isn’t anything on offer except what we get in everyday life: more bread and more fish. One can imagine the great unwashed complaining “Is that all you got?” and looking ruefully over each others’ shoulders to see if their neighbors have bigger loaves or plumper sardines.

The second Jewish joke is the wedding at Cana’a (John, 2: 6-9). Christ goes to a wedding, and the wine runs out. The mother of the bride is having a fit. Christ directs the servants to fill some empty jugs with plain water and we inwardly groan that he’s going to do the same old loaf and sardine trick and send everybody home with a glass of water. 
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(Veronese, the Wedding at Cana’a)

But no! The water changes into wine. Not just wine but AMAZING vintages—the kind of thing that the devil tries to serve out in the tavern scene in Faust, where everybody gets exactly the sort of tipple they have only ever dreamed of swilling, in the exact quantity required to get them in the right mood and nobody gets a hangover the next day. Instead of getting down on their hands and knees and thankfully lapping what is on offer, some Cana’a wiseacre has to get up and say, “Hey! You saved the really good stuff for LAST instead of ladling on the good stuff first and then serving cheap plonk when everybody is too drunk to notice. What kind of a Jewish wedding is this, anyway?”
I think there is more to the story than allegory, more than a simple statement of the transcendental, transformative and not simply multiplicative nature of the aesthetic experience. The way in which the story of the wedding at Cana’a is told enacts the type of “aha” moment that Vygotsky really means when he offers us, near the end of the book, the rather disappointing explanatory term of “catharsis”. 
It’s a tired, thin term, weary from millennia of Herculean labors in the Augean stables of  Aristotle’s Poetics and threadbare from Freud’s work on jokes. But then Vygotsky transforms it into something new, intoxicating and exhilarating. And still, as a consequence, rather oddly named.   
CHAPTER ONE: THE PSYCHOLOGICAL PROBLEM OF ART
Careful readers of this chapter will notice its affinity, not only with the first problem/method chapter of “Thinking and Speech” but even more strikingly with the essay “The Historical Meaning of the Crisis in Psychology”, written more contemporaneously. There is a field divided between a subjectivist “aesthetics from above”, an aesthetics of introspection and speculation based on Neo-Kantian German idealism, and an objectivist “aesthetics from below”, an aesthetics of meaningless facts about the circumstances of art, based on historicism, biography, and an extremely crude sort of behaviorism, e.g. the measurement of people’s pulse and breathing rate when they undergo aesthetic experiences, something that we are still doing today, only with the much more advanced equipment afforded by CAT scans and MRI.  Between the two irreconcilable enemies a single front-line divides the battlefield, and the name of that battle front is psychology.  

Looking to Marxism, Vygotsky finds that the situation is nowhere near as dire as might be supposed. “Instead of the old antagonism, we now find some harmony between the psychological and anti-psychological trends in aesthetics,” he writes. “There is also a more precise demarcation between them on the basis of Marxist sociology.” Art, we learn, is a form of ideology (though we must keep in mind that Vygotsky uses the term “ideology” to mean, quite literally, the production and transmission of ideas). What, Vygotsky asks, marks out art as a distinct form of ideology that differs from other ideological forms? It is the kind of ideas that are being produced and transmitted: “Art systematizes a very special sphere in the psyche of social man—his emotions (p. 13).” 

Vygotsky next gives us the well stratified vision of how base and superstructure articulated by Plekhanov, the founder of Russian Marxism and the pre-eminent Marxist theoretician of his day. Plekhanov’s world resembles nothing so much as the ancient Hindu view of the world seated on the back of four elephants, resting on a turtle, which rests, perhaps, on the back of another turtle. The ideologies of any epoch are expressions of the social psychology of the period. This “social psyche of man” is in turn determined by the extant sociopolitical regime, as defined by the economic conditions (the relations of production), which rest, ultimately, upon the forces of production. It is turtles all the way down.

(A Buddhist Thangka showing the socially stratified nature of any social ideology)
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All this seems to Vygotsky very propitious for his task of replacing the opposition between “aesthetics from above” and “aesthestics from below” with an ALLIANCE between an approach from above “in the spirit of historical materialism” and an approach from below embodied by a newly emergent “social psychology”. 

“The sociological system, the philosophy of historical materialism, is of course not likely to explain anything on the basis of human psyche as the ultimate cause. But it is also not likely to reject or ignore the psyche and the significance of its study as an auxiliary mechanism, which, together with economic relationships and sociopolitical regimes, generates ideologies. (p. 12)” 

Vygotsky then makes an argument which will seem extremely peculiar, anti-Marxist and even dangerous to anyone whose view of Marxist aesthetics has been dimmed by decades of Stalinist “socialist realism”. The distance from “the state of the productive forces” at the very base of man’s ideological life to the “various ideologies reflecting the properties of (social) psyche” (including art) is not constant; the number of turtles is not always the same. Specifically, the more we approach the modern era, the less art can be explained by appealing to economics. 

There was nothing peculiar about this argument at the time. In fact, this WAS the mainstream Marxist argument. Plekhanov says that the dances of Australian aborigines are almost always directly connected with the themes of economic production (hunting and gathering) in a way that is simply not true for the eighteenth century minuet. As man frees himself from the immediate and direct influence of his environment, the economic factor in artistic production necessarily yields to a psychological factor.

This passage and others like it have been interpreted as saying that in some important sense Vygotsky believes that the art of aborigines is somehow inferior or lower or at any rate less of a psychological phenomenon than an economic phenomenon. I think that there are three things we MUST keep in mind here. 

First of all, it’s a direct quotation: these are not Vygotsky’s words but those of Plekhanov. In general, when Vygotsky uses direct quotation, it is rarely a sign of complete agreement; Vygotsky hardly ever seems to feel that somebody else has expressed a thought better than he could have done (even Marx, as we shall see, gets a paraphrase).
Secondly, Plekhanov is talking about a process of differentiation between different social strata within a society rather than a process of “survival of the fittest” between different human societies. He is talking about how much and what kind of background knowledge we need to understand a particular artwork. In the case of the Australian aborigines, we need to know something about women gathering plants. But in the case of the non-productive classes of eighteenth century France, this information is useless, and so we resort to explanations that are more obviously psychological and less obviously economic.

Thirdly, we ourselves are also to be counted amongst the lower strata, for the “lower” strata of this differentiation do not disappear. Just as biological evolution results in a wide variety of species, economic differentiation results in a wide variety of art forms, some of which clearly ARE still linked in a fairly direct way to economic production, and others less so. But who will argue that the industrial novels of Dickens or Gaskell are in some way “inferior” to their domestic fiction on that basis?
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(Farmers Work Hard, and I Will Work Hard Too, David Kellogg)

Turning from Marxist aesthetics to the social psychological strand in the proposed “new alliance between aesthetics from above and aesthetics from below”, Vygotsky is much less happy with what he sees. Now psychology itself is split down the middle. There is the psychology “from above” of Freud and the psychology “from below” of Pavlov. So once again we have an irreconcilable opposition in need of the kind of unstoppable synthesizing force that lies beyond both extremes, a synthesizing force that only an outflanking, overleaping unity of opposites can provide.

Vygotsky will eventually provide this force, an objective psychology based on the ideological artifact rather than the Freudian “creative drive” or the reflexological “aesthetic reaction”. But this objective psychology has yet to come into existence. First, there are many incisive distinctions which need to be made: the surgical separation of social psychology from Wundt’s “Volkerpsychologie”, the amputation of Bekhterev’s “collective” psychology. Finally, Vygotsky wants to annex the whole of individual psychology to his now purified “social psychology” and provide an objective, empirical basis for it. 
As we all know, Wundt divided psychology into “social psychology” (that is Volkerpsychologie, the psychology of whole peoples) and an individual, empirical psychology. Vygotsky rejects this distinction altogether; for Vygotsky the individual comes to psychology fully socialized, and the proper study of social psychology is precisely the study of the individual psychologies which are its concrete realization. What Wundt was studying, under the rubric of social psychology, was not psychology at all but rather the various forms of ideologies, one of which was, of course, art.

When Wundt does attempt to account for social creativity, he does so by reference to folk tradition, the contagious creativity of many individuals simultaneously. But Vygotsky says all creativity is fundamentally the same: when the Arkhangel fisherman recreates “bylina” (a folk epic) changing, cutting, and expanding parts according to the limits of his memory and imagination, his creativity differs only quantitatively from Pushkin, drawing variously on the resources of the epistolary novel and the humorous bar-room ditty in composing Eugene Onegin (p. 16). This is very far from an elitist view of art. 

Since I am a practicing elitist myself, I had trouble with this argument; it seemed to me that volition really makes a qualitative difference. The poet deliberately cutting and redrafting is engaged in a very different process from the folksinger who forgets and has to reconstruct. Chinese painting, which I was never very good at, has a much higher aleatory (accidental) component than oil painting, and of course Jackson Pollack (who I really can’t stand) is a far less deliberate painter than Renee Magritte (who I am crazy about). Creativity is not simply error in reproducing a given genre; it is DELIBERATE error. 
Adorno hated jazz, precisely because he found it indifferent to mistakes of any kind. But Adorno is wrong about jazz; it is in no way invariant to errors in rhythm or key, and the few musicians who appear to be so (e.g. Coltrane at his zaniest) are unquestionably engaging in deliberate error. The combination of speech genres which we invariably find in folk art is a volitional and even highly analytical activity. In the nineteenth century in Europe, a number of studies by one of the earliest translators of Homer attempted to infer the history of the Iliad and the Odyssey through studies of Yugoslavian folk singers. Similar studies have been done in China on the apparently miraculous singing of the Song of King Gesar, the longest known poem in any language, by peasant girls who are essentially illiterate and certainly not fluent in the eighth century Tibetan in which the poem must be performed. In both cases, there is on the one hand a synthesis of many different traditional tales, often from completely different speech genres, which hardly suggests a nonanalytic approach to sources. On the other, there are clear signs of deliberate revision, expansion, and innovation, as indeed we find in Homer. Homer did not simply recall and recount; he wrote.
Vygotsky then turns his scalpel on Bekhterev and “collective psychology”. The psychology of art is precisely and very specifically a psychology of social man, but it is a “differential” psychology of social man, that is, a psychology that must constantly study individual differences. We are, therefore, uninterested in what Bekhterev  describes as “clarifying how social products of a correlative activity are obtained by the correlation between single individuals in social groups and by smoothing away their individual differences” (p. 17). The aesthetic response is a response, and not a reflex; it cannot be modeled as a Galton photograph (similarly, in “Thinking and Speech”, the child’s concept is a work of art in progress, and cannot be understood as a process of compiling photographic images, or smoothing away correlations).
Well, Vygotsky is not quite that extreme, because there were some important studies being carried out on “collective psychology” (e.g. Isak Shpilrein’s “Language of the Red Army Soldier” which was just then being researched in the Institute for Psychotechnics at the University of Moscow) and perhaps also because he is submitting this as a Ph.D. thesis to a department composed of reflexologists. There is something Vygotsky calls “collective psychology”, a psychology that is inter-individual.

Interestingly, though, Vygotsky associates this collective psychology with historical aesthetics (e.g. trends in mass taste) and not with normative aesthetics (e.g. individual standards of judgment). There’s a great example of this on p. 19, where Vygotsky takes Grigoriev to task for saying assuming that there is a natural normative link between trochaic (DA-da) stress and “cheerful, dancing” moods.

CLOUDS are RAC-ing

DA-da DA-da

CLOUDS are WHIRL-ing
DA-da DA-da

(Pushkin, Grigoriev’s example)

Vygotsky, contrary to what the translation implies, does not think that Grigoriev has “pointed out” anything at all. Actually, in English, trochaic stress works rather differently; because our vocabulary has a GERMANIC (DA-da) root and a LATINATE (da-DA) one, the trochee sounds primal, brute, and male:

TI-ger, TI-ger, BURN-ing BRIGHT

DA-da  DA-da  DA-da DA!

And the iamb has a much more refined, humane, and female tone:

I ASK thee FOR a CON-stant LOVE

da-DA da-DA da-DA da-DA…
(My examples)

So despite what the translation says, Vygotsky does not think that Grigoriev has made a witty remark in saying that using the trochee to express a solemn mood (as we often do in English) is like sculpting a black man out of white marble. “Only a bad sculptor would paint a white marble statue of a Negro black, and only a bad psychologist would decree trochaic verses to be fit for expressing only cheerful, dancing moods (p. 20). Half-witty would be more like it.

“Volkerpsychologie” and “collective reflexology” are simply abnormal growths to be cut off from Vygotsky’s proposed psychology of social man. So when Vygotsky approaches the distinction between “subjective” and “objective” psychology on p. 18, we may be forgiven for expecting him to employ exactly the same radical surgery that he proposes in “The Historical Meaning of the Crisis in Psychology”. Sure enough, on p. 19 he identifies subjectivism and introspectionism with “pure Bergsonianism” and objective psychology with American behaviorism, German Gestalt psychology, reflexology, and Marxism, trends with which, at the time, Vygotsky was more or less in sympathy. 

But here, instead of simply excising the former and embracing the latter, Vygotsky demands a much more precise delineation of the object of investigation. It is already clear to him that most of what behaviorist psychology has to say about art is simply the result of studying behaviors that are easy to quantify, the level of comparing the response to a trochee and to an iambic meter by using a lie detector to measure changes in conductivity under the finger nails. Not everything that can be counted really counts.
It is equally clear to Vygotsky that Marxist sociology by itself cannot explain how a given artwork works, and his authority here is none other than Marx himself. For Marx, the mystery of Homer was not uncovering what Homer meant to men of his own age; that had been handled pretty well by Homer himself, who is quite careful about explaining and contextualizing the lives of his characters. The mystery was paradoxically explaining how this amalgam of pirate plunder-fests, just-so stories, and old wives’ tales could still mean anything to us, long after their gods had lost their magical powers, their mores had lost their authority, their very limited knowledge of science had lost its explanatory force and the social circumstances to which the events refer had completely disappeared.

Precisely because the social conditions are part of the explanatory framework, they must be excluded from the object of investigation, else the explanation will become tautological: social conditions outside the artwork are what explain the social conditions we find within it. The social conditions of the artist and his audience, are not the object of investigation for psychology; they belong to art history and sociology, not aesthetics. 
Vygotsky suggests that aesthetic pleasure and even judgment are not the purpose of aesthetic experience. In “The role of play in development”, Chapter Seven of Mind in Socity, Vygotsky makes a very similar argument about whether or not the child “enjoys” running in a race, if you remember. As often as not pleasure and critical appreciation are byproducts and afterthoughts, in no way essential to the experience.

They may not even be representative. Vygotsky says that verbalized responses and conscious judgments may only be entered into evidence with caution, because the conscious state of a person undergoing an aesthetic experience is quite different form the conscious state of a person reporting that experience. Artists and audiences are notoriously prone to false consciousness, such as, for example, a sense of the overwheening importance of the writerly point of view or readerly point of view. 

Vygotsky proposes instead that “the work of art, rather than its creator or its audience, should be taken as the basis for analysis (p. 23)”. He admits that this is an unusual proposition, since a work of art does not really have a mind and cannot therefore itself be the object of psychological study. But he points out that all history, and even jurisprudence (both subjects he had recently studied in college) proceed indirectly, by examining artifacts and taking testimonies “with a grain of salt”. 
The same indirect procedure of inference from artifacts, he argues, can be used to establish the way an artwork and even a genre “thinks” and the way that we think with genres. “Here is the formula of this method,” he writes. “From the form of the work of art via the functional analysis of its elements and structure, recreate the aesthetic reaction (sic) and establish its general laws”.
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