语文备课大师 xiexingcun.com

试论汤显祖的情感美学观

武汉电子信息职业技术学校  鲁薇
一、汤显祖的情感美学观产生的历史文化渊源及背景
汤显祖明代著名戏曲家。字义仍，号海若，晚年号茧翁，自署清远道人。江西
临川人。早年即有文名，万历十一年进士，历任南京太常寺博士，礼部主事，后因弹劾大学士申时行，被降为广东徐闻县典吏，后又改任浙江遂昌知县。后弃官回乡，从事戏曲创作。著有传奇五种：《紫箫记》、《紫钗记》、《牡丹亭》、《南柯梦》、《邯郸梦》。后四种统称为“临川四梦”或“玉茗堂四梦”。诗文集有《红泉逸草》、《问棘邮草》、《玉茗堂集》等。在艺术创作中，汤显祖特别强调“情”的作用，认为创作都是“为情作使”，提倡“神情合至”，描绘理想境界。他的创作实践都是“情”的产物，因此本文着重讨论汤显祖的情感美学观。

汤显祖一生为“情”而歌，为“情”而战，在他晚年时，还高喊：“吾犹在此为情作使，劬于伎剧。” 
“情”是汤显祖进行戏剧创作的美学思想核心。因此，探讨汤显祖“情”的美学观，对理解汤显祖的戏剧理论与实践将是一个很重要的课题。

汤显祖“情”的美学观的形成，既有着历史的继承和发展的一面又有着时代精神和其个性经历铸成的一面。因此他的美学思想是纵横交汇，熔铸而成的结晶。

“言志”与“缘情”，是我国古代早就出现的两个对立的美学思想派别。《左传》和《尚书》中都有“诗言志”之说。虽然这一命题在揭示艺术要表现思想内容这一规律上，有一定的积极意义，但这里所说的“志”，是包含着当时的政治思想和道德教化的内容的，并非指一般的思想感情。后来这一思想与儒家思想结合，就成为了儒家思想的核心，影响很大。渐渐地诗变成了儒家经学的附庸而抹杀了诗作为一门独立艺术的特性。更被封建统治者加以利用，借以宣传道德教化，加强儒家思想统治，以巩固封建政权。直至东汉末年，“世积乱离，风衰俗怨”，独尊儒术的局面才得以打破，出现了“慷慨多气”的建安文学。在这种背景下，到了陆机才提出“缘情”说。

“缘情”说在冲破儒家思想和礼教的束缚，以及使文艺具有其本身的艺术特点方面，无疑是一大进步。但“缘情”派中也有积极和消极之分，如陆机和钟嵘主张情由揭示一定思想意义的物（自然景物与社会生活）所触动产生，把这种真情实感抒发出来以感染读者，这是“缘情”派中具有进步倾向的一面。而“缘情”派中消极倾向的一面就只把“情”局限于私人淫乐或宫闱生活的范围内，使情丧失了积极的社会意义。于是就有人借此来抨击“缘情”说，而大倡“言志”说。由此可见“言志”与“缘情”一出现，就存在着错综复杂的斗争。

以上现象说明，当时的美学思想已经由开始仅探讨艺术的外部规律，即艺术如何为政治和道德教化服务，进而探讨艺术的内部规律，即“情”在艺术创作中的作用。黑格尔在《美学》中指出：“艺术应该通过什么来感动人呢？一般地说感动就是情感上的共鸣。”这就道出了“情”在艺术创作中的重要性。艺术需要驰骋想象，而情感是想象的翅膀；形象需要孕育，而情感就是催生剂。当然情对想象和形象的作用，需伴随着一定“志”的思维才能使其创作出来的艺术形象揭示出一定思想意义。

后人在继承这两派理论时，或取其精华或发展其糟粕。到了宋代理学的产生，道学家在美学思想上发展了“言志”派消极倾向的一面，使艺术成为理学的传声筒。明代的统治者接过程朱理学把它作为官方进行思想统治的武器，以此严密地控制和腐蚀人们的思想。但另一方面，明中叶以后，出现了资本主义萌芽，促进了新的思想意识的产生，其主要代表就是王学左派。在这种哲学思想的影响下，在文坛上，进步的思想家和文学家高举“情”的旗帜，向“理”展开了猛烈的攻势，如公安三袁的“独抒性灵”，李贽的“童心说”，以及汤显祖的“主情说”，来冲击压制人欲的“天理”。总之都是强调艺术创作要表现“真情”。

汤显祖处在一个封建统治极端黑暗，理学钳制非常严酷而新的意识形态开始萌芽的时代，他以“情”为核心的美学思想，正是一方面继承“缘情”说的积极因素，一方面又在新的思想因素的影响下，加入了自己的经历和思考而形成的具有时代和个人特色的美学观。这个“情”熔铸了汤显祖痛苦的经历，审美的判断，寄托着他对社会美好的理想和对丑恶现实的鞭挞，从而闪耀着人性美的光辉。它既继承发展了古代“缘情”说要求摆脱艺术作为统治阶级思想附庸的传统，又烙着资本主义萌芽的思想印迹，体现了城市新兴市民阶层人性的欲求和愿望，显示出具有时代精神的审美价值。他认识到：“人生而有情”，情是压抑不了的，总是要抒发；特别是一个作家，更要把情奔泻出来，感染读者和观众。所以他说：“世总为情，情生诗歌，而行于神。天下之声音笑貌，大小生死，不出乎是。”
主张以“情”来唤起民众，促其人性的觉醒，而达到以“情”格理讥政的目的。

二、汤显祖的情感美学观
（一）情感内容与艺术表现形式的统一

从情感美学角度来看，明清时代情感解放理论多偏重于情感内容的独立地位和艺术情感的社会功能，专注于情感的自然本质与伦理本质的冲突，未能注意到情感表现的内容与形式的统一，情感的人文质与审美质的统一。而汤显祖的独特之处在于具有对情感表现形式的审美眼光和自觉意识，高度重视情感内容与表现形式的统一，在情感表现形式上求奇出新，自觉以富有浪漫情调和理想色彩的梦幻形式来表现情感解放与审美超越，从理论与实践的结合上解决了情感的内容本身和表现形式的统一，鲜明突出了情感表现形式的浪漫性和理想性特征，在情感美学发展史上作出了卓越的贡献。

汤显祖“情”的美学观，撮其要点来讲，首先情感作为文艺创作的内驱力，具有不可战胜的力量。“情不知所起，一往而深，生者可以死，死可以生”。
情感作为创作内驱力，具有本能自发性，它有冲破一切束缚超越生死之外的力量。其次，情与理的矛盾具有不可调和性。“情有者理必无，理有者情必无。”
情与理的矛盾实质上是个体自由与专制制度，感性生命与理性规范的矛盾，是新的生活内容与旧的结构形式，审美理想与伦理归化的矛盾。而且，情与法（指封建法统）也是尖锐对立的，“世有有情之天下，有有法之天下”。
汤显祖体察到情感解放的历史趋势，断然提出以人情否定天理的主张。再次，指出情感审美化艺术化的必然性，“世总为情，情生诗歌”。“人生而有情，思欢怒怨，感于幽微，流乎啸歌，形诸动摇”。
既然文艺是情感本质力量的审美对象化，就必须重视情感的审美质，肯定艺术化情感的审美品格。再其次，要求“至情”与真知灼见的契合，“必参极天人微窈,世故人情”
，把握事物规律性认识，深谙人生真谛，以此作为情感表现的必要保证。情感力量离不开理智力量，情感美渗透着理智美。汤显祖肯定了理性因素对情感的影响。这一观点纠正了唯情论的偏颇，深化了主情理论。

明中叶至清中叶，以“情”为主题的文学作品不可胜数。情感解放成为历史发展的必然要求。汤显祖的“至情”论顺应了这一历史发展要求，把情感在文艺中的地位和作用提到了空前的高度，对情感表现的冲突美，崇高美给予最充分的肯定。汤显祖的“情”，是广义性情感，既包括如屈原般的忧愤之情，也包括《牡丹亭》中杜丽娘式的纯真的爱情。汤显祖基于“为情作使”的使命感和自觉性，呕心沥血为人间至情而讴歌，表现了历史先觉者博大的人道主义情怀。

在把握艺术情感本质的基础上，汤显祖进而提出情感的艺术表现形式问题。由于情与理矛盾的不可调和性，合“情”而不必合“理”，“情之所有”则“理之必无”就需要突破陈规，另辟蹊径，在情感表现的必然性前提下寻求情感表现的灵活性、特异性。而且“人世之事，非人事所可尽”。
现实存在的感性情感，不是既定理性结构形式所能圆满表现的。现存的形式框架不能曲尽人情，如《牡丹亭》中，杜丽娘刻骨铭心的恋情是不能通过现存理性结构形式充分实现的，只能通过梦幻形式实现。

在汤显祖看来，情感表现形式和情感内容本身同样重要，二者的统一，是情感美学的根本问题之一。

为了达到情感内容本身与艺术表现形式的统一，汤显祖强调创作主体的情感素质问题。他认识到，选用超常超现实的艺术表现形式自由地表达至情，既合情感抒发的目的性又合艺术创造的规律性。“文章之妙不在步趋形似之间，自然灵气，恍惚而来，不思而至，怪怪奇奇，莫可名状，非物寻常得以合之。”
奇异表现形式的选用取决于作家的“灵气”，而“灵气”则源于创作主体的情感素质。情感素质所具有的自由特质和神奇魅力激发“灵气”，发挥想象力和创造性，因而创造出表现“至情”的奇异形式。从汤显祖所强调的“奇士”与“奇文”的关系中也可以看出他重视作家情感素质的能源作用。
对奇异超常艺术表现形式大胆肯定和热烈追求，并热心为志怪传奇小说集点校作序（如《合奇序》、《艳异编序》等），是基于其浪漫主义的情感美学观的。他认识到，从哲理层次上来说，志怪传奇作品中那些“奇僻荒诞”、“可骇可愕”之事，出神入化地表现了天地间“奇伟灵异”之气；就社会层面而言，则是在奇幻情节中寄托作者愤世嫉俗的幽深怀抱。“意有所激荡，语有所托归”，
他特别寄意和激赏于传奇作品中奇人奇事，推崇以奇人奇事表达奇情异气的艺术手段，表现了作者作为情感解放先驱超越流俗的异端精神和创新眼光。

总之，汤显祖注意题材内容抒发至情与表现形式上以奇写常的统一，要求把富于激情的情感内容和浪漫主义的奇异形式结合起来，把“为情作使”的使命感和自觉性与以奇传情的创新性和求异性结合起来，把内容的情感美和形式的奇异美结合起来，尽情又尽奇，三者统一为浪漫主义的理想美，这标志着汤显祖情感美学理论的独特光彩。

（二）梦幻与情感、文艺的交互关系
明清时期，写实派与幻诞派流派分明，各有所长。汤显祖虽然推崇奇异超常的艺术表现形式，但从其创作实践来看，并未简单移植那种奇僻荒诞的表现形式和表现手段，而是用以奇人奇事来表现奇情异气的传奇路数。他的“临川四梦”（尤其是《牡丹亭》）以奇写情而选择了梦幻形式。他虽大力强调作品的奇异情调和幻诞色彩，但其戏剧创作的梦幻形式又有别于纯粹的幻诞派，他的梦幻形式以浪漫主义幻诞形式写人之常情，浪漫偏胜而归于情薮，避免了幻诞派唯怪是尚的弊端；他汲取了写实派中力主写平常而至奇之事的理论观点，又对那些表现奇情异气的传奇路数推陈出新。所以他所选择的表现人间至情的梦幻形式兼有浪漫主义之奇和现实主义之奇两种因素。

梦幻是人的情感世界的想象性延伸，成为情感宣泄和情感释放的曲折途径和探索情感奥秘的特殊视角。从情感美学角度来看，文艺中所表现的梦幻是主体情感的幻化审美实现，是人的情感需求和情感遗憾的满足和补偿，成为情感解放的特殊手段。文艺中的梦幻载情早已成为一种图式，它为中国所特有，从魏晋志怪小说到唐传奇等表现人生如梦，梦如人生虚无思想。古典文学中，把梦幻形式，情爱内容和那种还魂复生喜剧性虚构图式结合起来，表现生死之恋中的情爱追求和情感理想。情爱型梦幻图式（特别是主人公的“魂梦幻事”）在元明清戏曲中成为一种时髦，如《扬州梦》、《画中人》、《西园记》、《梦中缘》等等。汤显祖对情爱型梦幻图式尤感兴趣，并自觉地加以利用进而推出新思维和新境界。在《牡丹亭》中，“情”为整个作品的灵魂，剧中女主人公成为“情”的人格化，“梦”为“情”的理想化，杜丽娘慕情还魂典型地说明了情感极致的超越特质。闺阁淑女杜丽娘游园伤春，因春感情，因情成梦，因梦而亡，最后因情复活，与意中人结为伉俪。剧中“惊梦”、“寻梦”实为寄情寻情，情意切切，情思悠悠；充满着情的温馨和爱的魅力。此剧作为中国古典爱情剧的高峰，以梦幻还魂形式淋漓尽致地表达了情爱追求，情愫自由和情感超越，是情爱梦幻世界的审美升华，其情境与梦境交融构成了富有奇情异彩的艺术境界。剧中女主人公执着追求爱情幸福和情感解放，矢志不渝。这种爱情自由和情感解放的执着追求，具有现代情爱色彩。从情感个性化角度来看，情感自由作为个人精神自由的象征，表现出个体性和自我性色彩。汤显祖注意表现人物情感个性特征，抓住主要人物情感表现的内在逻辑，同样是情痴，而“杜之情痴而幻”（指理想性），“柳之情痴而荡”（指奔放性）
，《牡丹亭》男女主人公情感个性特征比较明显。从明代到清代，对情感个性化认识逐渐深化，而汤显祖早已先在戏曲创作中实践了这一点。情感个性化是符合文学个性化这一根本规律的。汤显祖缘情写梦寄情于梦，通过梦幻形式充分地显示了自己情感价值取向和情感美学新的特色。

汤显祖对这种情爱型梦幻形式创作特点，从理论上概括为“因情成梦，因梦成戏”，
并对梦幻与情感，梦幻与文艺关系进行了探索性思考，在汤显祖看来，梦既是一种情感理想，又是艺术中情感表现的特殊形式要素。文艺的情感本质决定了可能而且必要运用梦幻表现形式，“谁曰梦无根，此折是也。惟此处种下奇情，才有异梦”。
梦幻形式成为艺术建构的形式要素影响到艺术构思，戏眼文心，如在《牡丹亭》中，梦幻作为艺术构思的法门成为全剧的关键，有梦才成为戏，有梦才有动人心魂的艺术魅力。

汤显祖的这一理论概括对于深入探讨情感、梦幻、文艺交互关系具有启示意义。关于情感与文艺的关系，文化情感本质论为汤显祖情感美学观的基石。中外情感美学理论都认为情感为文艺之本体，这里无需赘述。关于梦幻与情感的关系，汤显祖理解为情感决定梦幻，“因情成梦，因梦成戏”。若作进一步分析，首先，梦幻这一想象性虚幻性世界，最适合于情愫抒发，情感弛骋。梦幻中的情感不仅可以突破道德约束和理性规范，且可以突破事理逻辑和时空逻辑，它遵循的是情感逻辑，有利于感情的自由抒发。其次，梦幻不仅对人的情感隐秘进行透视和曝光，而且作为精神性活动具有理想性、创造性特征，它反映了主体的情感愿望和情感理想。梦能补偿情感缺憾，使现实中得不到的情感需求在“梦想”中甜蜜地、圆满地实现。情感的理想性与梦的幻想性同一，情幻与梦幻合一。梦幻形式的迷离恍惚色彩和怪诞浪漫情调，无疑强化了情感的超越力量。汤显祖自谓：“弟传奇多梦语”，
他的传奇作品“临川四梦”所获得的巨大成就，便是用梦幻形式抒发情感的最好证明。

关于梦幻与文艺的关系，汤显祖把梦幻视为文艺建构的特殊形式要素，梦幻为情感理想的审美化艺术化，“因情成梦，因梦成戏”，“世总为情，情生诗歌”。若深入分析，首先，梦象与艺象都具有形象特征。只是前者具有随机性和变幻性，后者具有有序性和稳定性。其次，梦境和艺境都是虚境。梦境是无意识状态下驰骋想象自由遐想的产物，具有想象性和虚幻性特点。文艺创作离不开虚构和想象，它是文艺创作的内在要求。梦幻与文艺都需要想象和幻想。再次，梦思和艺思都是余韵悠长的。梦思可供情感回味，令人难以忘怀。艺思更是如此，强调言外之意，韵外之致。有诗为证，“小园须着小宜伶，唱到玲珑人犯听。曲度尽传春梦景，不教人恨太惺惺”。
梦思和艺思都具有理想因素，只是梦思是情感理想而并非是自觉反映，而艺思源自创作主体一定的社会理想和审美理想的指导。

从中国情感美学发展历史来看，汤显祖强调内容情感美与形式奇异美的统一，注重以梦幻形式与人情之常的开拓出新，有着超然独到的美学眼光。他特别重视梦幻的理想性和浪漫性特征，注意梦幻世界与现实世界的对立。“人世之世非人世所可尽”，人间至情，唯梦幻中才可尽。所以汤显祖为尊情而有意识地利用梦幻，把梦幻当作戏曲艺术构思的法门。“因情成梦，因梦成戏”，揭示了情感宣泄以梦幻形式加以表现的必要性和审美性特征，尽情而又尽美，既符合心理要求又符合艺术要求。汤显祖对梦幻形式的艺术运用也达到了前所未有的高度，他对梦幻艺术的自觉创造性是建立在深刻地美学把握之上的。

汤显祖的情感美学观具有浓厚的浪漫性和理想性特征，其情感美学观停留于浪漫主义阶段。从美学角度看汤显祖情感美学观具有浪漫主义流派特色，是情感美学发展史上的理想派，或者说他把情感美学自觉地推进到浪漫主义阶段。另外，汤显祖情感美学观的浪漫主义精神是与悲剧精神表里融通的。试想，“人世之事，非人世所可尽”，这一句话包含了多少难言的悲痛和辛酸！悲剧意识成为梦幻艺术创作的最深层动因。人通过种种幻想来实现对自身情感悲剧、情感异化的超越，这种努力本身就具有悲剧品格。

从一般美学意义而言，文艺中梦幻形式不仅充分表达个体情感价值要求，展示情感价值取向，而且按照美的规律把情感对像导向审美化和理想化的有机统一意象。梦幻提供了按主体的情感取向和审美情趣表现的广大空间，人们心中积蓄的情感隐秘可以在梦中得以自由实现。因而，文艺中梦幻这种想象自由、虚构自由是人的情愫和生命力的自由挥发，也就意味着审美自由和审美超越。

所以说，汤显祖以深厚的人道主义情怀和独到超拔的美学眼光，在对文艺情感本质深刻把握的基础上，高度重视情感内容与表现形式的统一，要求“为情作使”的使命感自觉性与以奇写情的创新性求异性相结合；对梦幻与情感、艺术的关系作了探索性思考，自觉致力于以梦幻艺术实现情感解放与审美超越。汤显祖在理论与实践结合上把情感美学推进到浪漫主义新阶段。

（三）“情”的近代性

在晚明浪漫主义美学思潮中，如果说李贽是开拓先河的前驱的话，那么汤显祖就是推波助澜的主将。但同李贽相比较，汤显祖的美学思想有其不同的侧重面。如果说李贽是从哲学本体论的高度由上而下地确立美学的主体性的话，那么汤显祖则是以相反的程序由下而上的逼近这一近代美学课题。汤显祖的志趣主要不在哲学，而在文艺，不在哲理，而在人情。他的美学思想的核心是“情”，他的“主情”说通过对主体的“真情”、“至情”的热切呼唤，与李贽的“童心”说一齐奏响了近代美学的浪漫主义先声。

汤显祖的著作中，“情”这一范畴被强调到非常突出的地位，我们要把握他所说的“情”的近代性质，可从以下几个方面来看。

第一，汤显祖标举的“情”是与程朱理学所宣扬的“理”相对立，即与封伦理道德相分裂的。这一点在前面已经提到过。

第二，汤显祖的“情”也是与“法”相对立，即与封建专制制度的政治手段相分裂的。他认为，“世间有有情之天下，有有法之天下”，二者是格格不入的，时下是一个“灭才情而尊吏法”的时代，封建专制的严刑峻法严重地压抑着人的个性和才情，故有为之士不得不俯首低眉。艺术家必须遵循“有情之天下”，才能施展抱负，驰骋才情，取得辉煌的建树。

第三，汤显祖的“情”又是与古典和谐美理想相对立的。他用“情”这一范畴对“诗言志”这一古典美学的重要原则进行了改造，他写道：“《书》曰：‘诗言志，歌永言，声依永，律和声’。志者也，情也。……万物之情，各有其志。董以董之情而索崔张之情于花月徘徊之间，余亦以余之情而索董之情于笔墨烟波之际。……”
汤显祖以“情”释“志”，把“志”与“情”二者并为一谈，除去了“诗言志”这一命题中政治教化和伦理道德内容，而代之以崔莺莺和张生，杜丽娘和柳梦梅等青年男女心中鼓动着的纯洁的爱情，使这一命题的内涵变了质。孔颖达《左传》昭公25年《正义》写道：“在己为情，情动为志，情、志一也。”这是对古典美学中“情”、“志”关系比较准确的概括。但汤显祖认为“万物之情，各有其志”，崔、张之情就是“志”本身，则是把“志”包含在“情”之中了。汤显祖所说的“崔张之情”在一定程度上已经类似于恩格斯所说的“现代性爱”，与汉儒所说的“情”根本不是一回事了。恩格斯指出，与古代的爱截然不同的“现代的性爱”，一是以所爱者的互爱为前提，二是其强烈和持久的程度使双方为了能彼此结合甘愿冒很大危险，直至以生命殉之，三是形成了爱情基础上的新的道德标准。
用这三点来衡量，杜、柳以及崔、张的爱情中已经包含着“现代性爱”的成分。但在当时，这还只是一种美好的理想，一抹遥远的幻影，时代还没有为它的生长提供适宜的条件，在那个封建专制和礼教“风刀霜剑严相逼”的岁月里它是不可能产生，产生了也不可能存活的。但汤显祖已经敏锐地感受到了它的消息并相信它终将来临，“梦中之情，何必非真？”这种超越丑恶现实的“梦中之情”拥有更高的真实性，这种美的理想终将变成美的现实，他向往着、期待着、呼唤着。

在古典美学中，理想与现实是和谐地统一在一起的，美的理想就存在于现实之中，人们无需到现实之外去寻求美的理想，理想的美就是现实中分散的美的集中概括。而近代美学以矛盾冲突为本质，同时也就包含着理想与现实的尖锐对立，而浪漫主义与现实主义各执一端，浪漫主义以追寻现实之外的理想为天职，现实主义以批判丑恶现实为己任。在明清戏曲创作中，这两大倾向的分野颇为明显，前者以《牡丹亭》为代表，后者以《桃花扇》为著例。《牡丹亭》以变幻明灭的梦境、曲折离奇的情节以及“情”最终战胜“理”的结局，为“真情”、“至情”唱出了一曲回肠荡气的理想之歌。总之汤显祖以“情”释“志”凿破了伦理教化的僵硬外壳，为近代情感的自由伸展打开了广阔的天地，对古典和谐美理想提出了勇敢的挑战。

第四，即然汤显祖的“情”是与“理”、“法”相对立，是从古典美学的坚固外壳中挣脱出来的近代精神，那么它就必然带有自由解放的明朗色彩，带有高瞻远瞩的近代崇尚气质。不是在古老的训诫中麻木、萎缩了的“情”，不是那种在古典和谐气氛中束手束脚、战战兢兢的“情”，而是在新的时代条件下迅速高涨的奔腾激越，波澜壮阔的“情”。正是这种纵横驰骋，上下奔突，倾泻心中郁结，冲决一切防线的“情”，使汤显祖的美学思想呈现出浪漫主义的神奇瑰丽色彩，并给予以后的公安三袁，袁枚和脂砚斋的美学思想以深刻的影响。

古典美学强调艺术创作过程中情感与理智、想象与思维、天才与勤奋的和谐统一，这种和谐统一在近代美学中也出现了裂纹。在这里，浪漫主义和现实主义又各执一端。与现实主义注重理智、思维、人力相对峙，情感、想象、天才成为流漫主义三大口号。在汤显祖的创作论中，围绕着理想主义的美学观，他提出了“灵性”、“奇士”、“心灵”、“如意”、“灵气”、“意趣神色”等一系列概念、范畴，涉及到天才、想象、灵感、情感等问题并进行了深入的探讨。在这方面他大致有以下一些论述：

天下大致，十人中三四有灵性，能为伎巧文章。竟怕什人乃至千人无名能为者，则乃其性少灵者与？……独有灵性者自为龙耳。

天下文章所以有生气者，全在奇士。士奇则心灵，心灵则能飞动，能飞动则下上天地，来去古今，可以屈伸长短生灭如意，如意则可以无所不如。

予谓文章之妙不在步趋形似之间。自然灵气，恍忽而来，不思而至。怪怪奇奇，莫可名状，非物寻常得以合之。

凡文章以意趣神色为主。

显而易见，这里的“奇士”、“灵性”、“心灵”是指艺术天才，“如意”即艺术想象，“灵气”即灵感。所谓“意趣神色”是指与声律文字形式相对较为根本的情感内容。“意趣”是指艺术家赋予作品的意蕴和趣味；所谓“神”即情感抒发的流动过程；“色”即情感活动所表现出的外部感性状貌。总之“意趣神色”分别概括了艺术创作中情感的不同侧面，其总和大致相当于“情”的内涵。

推崇情感、想象、天才、灵感，也是西方19世纪浪漫主义美学的共同倾向。在英国浪漫派那里就表现得颇为典型，华兹华斯说：“一切好诗都是强烈情感的自然流露。”柯勒律治说：“诗的天才是善于表现并润色诗人自己心中的形象、思想和感情的。”雪莱说：“诗可以解作想象的表现。”“诗人是不可领会的灵感之祭司”。
类似的论述，还有很多。当然西方浪漫派在这方面的认识与汤显祖仍然是有所不同的，反映了东西方的两大美学系统的不同特色。第一，由于刚从封建时代宗教神学的禁锢中解放出来，所以西方浪漫派在对情感、想象、灵感等的崇拜之中还保留着宗教观念非理性主义的痕迹，倾向于到宗教迷狂、神秘启示、原始冲动之中去寻求解答。汤显祖在这些问题上尽管也存在着主观唯心论和先验论的偏颇，但毕竟没有坠入宗教式的非理性主义。第二，西方浪漫派一般都具有较强的哲学气质，普遍受到法国启蒙思想特别是德国古典哲学的影响，其美学观念往往从哲学中演绎而来，他们关于情感、想象、天才、灵感的思考都直接关联着对于文学的哲学界定，因而富于逻辑性、分析性、系统性，但又有着脱离现实的共同缺陷。而汤显祖对于这些问题的认识则偏于感性、直观性、经验性，主要从戏剧创作中提炼出来，在理论上存在着素朴，松散的缺陷；但体现了当时重大的思想斗争，具有强烈的现实感和针对性。

所以说，汤显祖以“主情”为核心的美学思想是晚明浪漫主义美学思潮的重要组成部分，它从文学的角度提出美学的主体性问题。汤所标举的“情”是与“理”、“法”及古典和谐美相对立，带有激越的近代崇高气质的“情”，它在封建专制与封建礼教统治的黑暗王国中闪耀着璀璨的理想之光。这种美学追求在创作论中表现为对情感、想象、天才、灵感的推崇，而它在美学观念和方法论上与西方近代浪漫主义美学的差异则反映出东西方两大美学的不同特色。

三、情感美学观指导下的创作实践

汤显祖“情”的美学观，不仅形之于理论，而且付诸于实践。在他全部的剧作中，充分表现出其“情”的思想闪光。他的剧作以追求人性自由的“情”，来反对理学家们的“形骸之论”。但汤显祖对“情”并非笼统的都加以肯定，他在《复甘义麓》中说：“性无善无恶，情有之。”
所谓情之善者顺乎人性的，就是“真情”；所谓情之恶者逆乎人性的，就是“矫情”。对“真情”他极力赞颂，凝聚着崇高的理想；对“矫情”他讥而刺之，饱含着慷慨的抨击。因此，汤显祖所主的“情”之所以有强烈的审美感染力，在于他鲜明而正确的审美判断力，对现实生活中压抑情欲的“理”加以否定，对格理讥政的“情”加以肯定。在此基础上寄情于梦，在梦中体现作者对个性解放，个性自由的追求，对“真情”所寄托的理想和对“矫情”所包含的愤慨，因而使其“情”具有了哲学的内涵和艺术的感染力。

《紫钗记》，故事本来取源于唐蒋防的《霍小玉传》，但却作了很大的改动和创新。汤显祖在作品中特别渲染了霍小玉的“痴情”和黄衫客的“豪情”；同时新创造了一个原小说所没有的封建权力代表卢太尉，并改变了原小说李益的负情为“忠情”。这些改动都是为了贯彻汤显祖“情”的美学观而设。霍小玉的“痴情”，李益的“忠情”、黄衫客的“豪情”为一方，这是代表“真情”；以卢太尉为一方，企图以权势和欺诈手段强迫李益入赘，以破坏“真情”，使之变为“矫情”而成为封建权势的附庸。但“真情”并不为之所屈服，霍小玉甚至在得知“讹传”李益已经招赘卢府的消息时，仍认为李益是被权势所迫而不得已的：“没朝纲对付的宰相人家！”所以她把定情信物紫玉钗卖掉换来百万钱，却把它抛撒满地，高喊：“情乃无价，钱有何用。”把“情”视为比“钱”宝贵得多的东西，坚守着“情”不放。而李益虽然在强权的逼迫之下，仍然忠情不改，特别是黄衫客，蔑视权贵，主持正义，以其豪情威慑群丑，促使霍、李得以团圆。这样通过“真情”与“强权”的斗争，揭示了“情”战胜“权”的主题。汤显祖着重渲染“情”之“奇”，以显示“情”的力量，霍小玉痴情的撒钱，黄衫客豪情的义举，都极富浪漫主义色彩，带有“侠”气。这也体现了汤显祖早年的崇侠思想。他曾说：“人之大致，唯侠与儒。”
他以儒的思想入世，以侠的义气救弊。然而这就使他只看到了官场中局部的弊，而未看到社会全局的丑。而且光凭“侠”的气节、信义也不可能根本解决当时朝政的积弊。汤显祖一开始就把矛头指向“理”的支柱的“权”，不失其历史的进步性，但在这样的思想基础上开始萌发起来的“情”的美学观，明显存在着局限性。

相较于《紫钗记》，《牡丹亭》中的“情”，就进了一步，深入挖掘到封建统治的根——“理”。汤显祖通过对杜丽娘因春感情，因情而思，因思而梦，梦中愿望得到满足的过程，展现出对“情”追求的执着，对“理”抗争的坚韧。封建社会的清规戒律不准许她白日眠睡，她却偏偏卧几而眠；并在梦中大胆地与她所爱之人幽会。这里的“梦”，其实是理想的折射，它揭示了生活应该追求美好，人欲应该得到满足。但是梦醒过后，残酷的现实，使其“情”受到更沉重的压抑。她不甘心就此罢休，一心想要去追寻那美梦和梦中之人，但不能如愿以偿，于是便一病不起，最终为“情”而亡。然而汤显祖又充分发挥浪漫主义风格，描绘出一个阴间的境界，让杜丽娘继续大胆驰骋其理想追求和不懈斗争。这一阴间的“幻”，正与阳间的“实”产生强烈对比：在阳间杜丽娘不能实现的，在阴间她却可以如愿以偿——她找到了自己梦中情人的名字，她得到了判官的同情，还被允许还阳重续姻缘，让她的“情”得到了充分的施展，这样一来更反衬出阳间“理”的残酷性。汤显祖紧紧抓住她的“情”的“真”和“至”来描写，表现其为情而生，为情而死，生死情挚，理想不泯，斗争不息的叛逆性格和斗争精神。正是因为杜丽娘不甘心“劫灰烧失”，所以她的鬼魂才会去和柳梦梅幽会，并最终得以还魂复生，并与之共结连理，完成了人欲战胜天理这一主题。

明人吕天成《曲品》评及《牡丹亭》时说：“杜丽娘事甚奇。而著意发挥，怀春慕色之情，惊心动魄。且巧妙叠出，无境不新，真堪千古矣。”
其中“惊心动魄”、“巧妙叠出”等词语，恰恰道出了《牡丹亭》的浪漫主义特色。而形成这一特色的最主要因素，正是一个“情”字。如汤显祖自己所说：“情不知所起，一往而深。生者可以死，死可以生。”因此幻化出许多浪漫主义色彩的情节，闪耀出理想的光辉。但汤显祖也有其思想的局限性：当杜丽娘复活回到现实中来，柳、杜的结合就只能按照封建礼教的要求来办理。而在杜宝不承认他们的婚姻的情况下，作者显得有些无能为力，最后只好搬个皇帝出来，以颁圣旨的方式来解决矛盾，促成最终大团圆的结局。虽然如此，《牡丹亭》毕竟达到了“情真境幻意趣生”的审美效果，此时汤显祖的“情”的美学观比以前有所发展和深化。他的审美判断能力也由以前仅见到局部的小弊发展到看清封建统治者借以麻痹人们意识的“理”的大害，并且在艺术上以积极的浪漫主义手法把“情”所寄托的理想大大加以升华，通过幻化，突出“情”的伟大力量，可以为了“真情”而死为了“真情”而生。突出了“情”定胜“理”的目的。

除了对“真情”的歌颂，如《紫钗记》和《牡丹亭》外，汤显祖对“矫情”投去了锋利的匕首，如《南柯记》和《邯郸记》。前二个剧本是以闺情来写理想，后二者则是以官场来讥讽现实了。由此可看出汤显祖的眼光投向了更为广阔的生活面。

吴梅先生指出：“《邯郸》卢生，则奁具夤缘，邀功纵敌，而俨然功臣也。”
的确，汤显祖一反常规，没有以忠臣、孝子、节妇、义夫作传奇主角，而是让一个随波逐流、狡诈机变的中庸之材取代了英雄的地位。卢生从来就居心叵测、行为不轨：他在翰林院用兼制诰职权，偷写了夫人诰命；河功成就，迎驾东巡，他不择手段地取悦“龙颜”；开边大捷，军务倥偬，他念念不忘在天上勒石记功；缠绵病榻之际，他仍大权独揽，军国大事俱决于床前；直到弥留之际，他因小妾所生幼子尚未受封，竟久久不能咽气……卢生仕途奔竞的丑态而势焰熏天的权欲，跃然纸上。但是我们并不能一笔抹煞了卢生的英雄功勋和坎坷境遇——他与奸权宇文融势不两立，累建河功，又因功被诬，险些斩首云阳，终竟流窜崖州。显然，卢生是一个美丑并举、善恶兼具、悲喜共生的人物形象，在他身上杂糅着崇高的事功、悲惨的境遇与滑稽的行径、卑劣的心性，在他身上封建传统的理想人格已经不复存在了。汤显祖展现了这样一个典型环境，触及了当时普遍的世情，讥刺意义更显深刻。皇帝变化无常，丞相心狠手辣，官吏诡计多端，让卢生以其“矫情”与之追逐，功名随之沉浮，最后位至丞相，荣华富贵，满门得荫。当功名达到顶峰之时，其“矫情”便发展到极点：穷奢极欲，淫乐无度，终至溺情而死。这就暴露了当时的官场，毒菌四溢，腐臭不堪，功名越高，心灵受腐蚀越深，“矫情”的表现越丑。吴梅在论《邯郸记》时说：“记中备述人世险诈之情，是明季宦途习气。”
汤氏正是通过对“矫情”的揭露，达到对官场黑暗的批判。

而《南柯记》里的淳于棼则展现了人性堕落的历程。他善始而继之以恶终，表现了浑浊的官场中的人格的扭曲、人性的腐蚀和灵魂的污染。他始为南柯郡守时，其为民理政的“情”还是真挚的；但随着升迁，“君王国母，宠爱转深”、“权门贵戚，无不趋迎”，此时的“真情”已失，“矫情”顿生：“乐以忘忧，夜而继日”，甚至与国嫂、郡主、皇姑花天酒地，淫乱无度。他开始对蚁王的女儿瑶芳虽有真情，但真情却作为其升官的裙带。而国王对淳于棼官位的升降，也并非出自真情，而是由别人所左右。建立在“矫情”基础上的功名，显然是不牢靠的，经不住钩心斗角的恶风险浪，终于把淳于棼的官位与爱情一同摧毁。

在《南柯梦》里，作者认为人世间的纷争如同蚁争一般毫无意义，“众生佛无自体，一切相不真实”、“诸色皆空，万法唯识”，人们终生追求的至境只能是“万事无常，一佛圆满”。淳于棼初醒后大彻大悟：“人间君臣眷属，蝼蚁何殊？一切苦乐兴衰南柯无二。等为梦境，何处升天？”

《邯郸梦》结尾，卢生梦觉后深深喟叹：“六十年光景，熟不的半箸黄梁！”吕洞宾片语点醒他：“都是妄想游魂，参成世界！”他才恍然大悟：“人生眷属，亦犹是耳，岂有真实相乎？其间宠辱之数，得丧之理，生死之情，尽知之矣。”于是尽扫富贵功名之念，拜吕洞宾为师，云游四方，终登仙境。

既然人生的探索追求都是徒劳无益的，于是寻找自我的真实存在就成为摆在汤显祖面前的严峻课题。在卢生和淳于棼梦魇般的生涯中，汤显祖痛苦地看到了他孜孜以求的“情”一旦沦为“矫情”后，将如何成为一种异己的力量而导致人格的消失和人性的堕落。

汤显祖晚年正是对现实的不可救药“看透”了，所以一方面愤而以“情”讥世，一方面又为救世无方而感到失望。但是从二剧整个艺术形象看，愤激之情却是占主导地位的。汤显祖正是以愤激之“真情”去暴露狡诈之“矫情”，达到否定丑恶的世情。

综上所述，由《紫钗记》表现出来的豪爽侠情，到《牡丹亭》热烈歌颂痴心的真情、至情，到《南柯记》、《邯郸记》愤激暴露官场的矫情，反映了汤显祖对现实社会认识的逐步加深直至“看透”，由此而使其“情”的美学观渐趋深化。

四、情感美学观影响下的戏曲理论
汤显祖从事戏剧活动的时期，正值我国古代戏曲创作处于第二大高潮，戏曲理论正在形成体系的过程中。其戏曲理论是在两条性质不同的战线中顽强斗争而形成的：一方面是与用程朱理学的伦理观念进行“世教”、以绮丽典雅为艺术风格的封建正统派的斗争；另一方面则是与戏曲革新派内部以沈璟为首的重律派的论战。而汤显祖所持的理论武器便是他从前辈那里继承并加以发展了的情感美学观——经他哲学艺术化，艺术哲学化的改造，使之发展为一种艺术哲学观，即主情论的文艺美学理论。汤显祖这一戏剧美学思想的诞生标志了我国古代戏剧观的质的转变，这不仅仅是因为他倡导的“情”对明儒鼓吹的“理”在伦理学方面具有彻底批判的意义，更是因为他把文学主体性由泛论的“心”具体化为“情”，并且将主体的情感因素渗透到戏曲艺术内部构成的各个环节，成为一个整体的、系统的理论框架。

戏剧创作是缘发于情，还是缘发于理？在这个创作本体论的根本原则问题上，汤显祖与封建正统派戏剧家是势不两立的。后者认为剧作应当“寓我圣贤言”，把写戏当成是“义理”的演绎、图解。汤显祖则认为“理”纯属概念化的东西，并不能代替艺术所要表现的具体事物，他明确指出“夫道视不可见，听不可闻，体物不可遗。讲者不知是讲体讲物。讲物则不尽，讲体则不能”。
而“情”才是“体物”之本，把“体物”看成是人的情感活动的结果。但他毕竟不是唯物论者，终究认识不到情感本源于何处，而只把它看成是人生而有之的本能，即所谓“人生而有情”、“性乎天机、情乎物际”。

情是主体进行创作的内在机制，要“体物”还必须借助外在形式，即汤显祖所说的须“通之以才而润之以学”。在他看来，“情”是“体物”之本，才与学则是知物、润物之具。这种围绕艺术“体物”的问题而提出的情、才、学三者关系的总认识，正是汤显祖主情思想的核心所在。就戏剧理论而言，他把这一总体认识贯穿到剧本创作论、表导演论、鉴赏论等各个方面，构成了完整、系统的主情论戏剧观。

汤显祖还认为“情”是剧作题材提取与改造的尺度，“缘境起情，因情作境”，
从生活中的实境到艺术中的意境，其中其主导作用的仍在于主体的情感。汤显祖是以写“梦”著称于世的剧作家，按照他的“因情生梦，因梦成戏”的观点，写“梦”实际上就是写情。从中我们可以看出他在戏剧题材的选择方面的重情旨趣。但并不是凡有“情”的素材都能入戏的。要使其成为戏剧题材，必得经过创作主体的情感化改造。汤显祖的“四梦”的题材就不是纯粹自然形态的生活现象。首先，他以合众情于一的尺度去观察、选择、提炼生活，选取他所需要的创作素材。然后，对所选的素材经过心灵化和情感化的筛滤、改造、加工，使之成为符合主体的特定审美意图的特定题材。

剧作家根据一定的创作旨意，运用各种材料进行实际写作时，他注意的中心是什么呢？沈璟认为是曲律，汤显祖则认为是曲意（即曲情）。毫无疑问，汤显祖的观点是正确的。

汤显祖所谓的“曲意”即前面提到过的“意、趣、神、色”四个方面的内容。

以上四点兼及到戏剧文学的内容和形式两个方面，而其共同的核心便是一个“情”字。

戏剧的审美活动特征，是通过制造幻想来再现人世，即用舞台幻想世界来艺术地反映人生现实世界。那么，一个虚的世界，一个实的世界，靠什么来沟通呢？汤显祖认为就是一个“情”字。情，是沟通戏剧艺术制造的舞台幻想与人世客观存在的现实本相之间的桥梁。“一勾栏之上，几色目之中，无不纡徐焕眩，顿挫徘徊。恍然如见千秋之人，发梦中之事。”
因为，两个世界共同着同一感情，感情的同一使戏境与真境达到同一。
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汤显祖“情”的美学思想的发展和形成不仅影响了他自身的主情论戏剧理论的形成和其指导下的剧作实践。对晚明戏剧文学及后世戏剧创作也造成了很大影响。从万历后期至清初，剧坛上出现了一股“汤显祖热”，王思任曾用形象的比喻描述说：“临川清远道人，自泥灭灶，取日膏月汗，烘烧五色之霞，绝不肯俯齐州抡烟片点，于是‘四梦’熟而脍炙四天之下，遂竞与传其薪，而乞其火，递相梦梦，凌夷至今。”
在众多追步汤显祖的戏剧家中，最知名的有明末的吴炳、孟称舜及清初的洪昇和张坚。他们赞同汤显祖的“言情”观，其创作也以“情”为主旨。

汤显祖的文艺思想不仅对当时文艺界和社会影响颇深而且对后世乃至世界都有很深的影响，其影响是多方面的

如我国古典四大文学名著之一的《红楼梦》就受其影响颇深。

汤显祖的剧作在海外流传，其后又有了研究和演出，在一定程度上形成了一个国际性的“汤学”。他是“东方的莎士比亚”与和他同时代的莎士比亚各自代表着东西方两大文化，两种文艺思想。

汤显祖不仅仅是一位伟大的戏剧家，而且还是一位杰出的文学家和进步的思想家。他的美学思想，既显示出戏剧家、文学家的准确性，也表现出了进步思想家的进步性和深刻性。他在理论与实践结合上把情感美学推进到了浪漫主义新阶段，作为情感美学的浪漫主义流派的杰出代表人物光耀于史册。
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外文资料：

THE

PRINCIPLES OF AESTHETICS

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION: PURPOSE AND METHOD

   ALTHOUGH some feeling for beauty is perhaps universal among men, the same cannot be said of the understanding of beauty. The average man, who may exercise considerable taste in personal adornment, in the decoration of the home, or in tbe choice of poetry and painting, is at a loss when called upon to tell what art is or to explain why he calls one thing “beautiful” and another “ugly.” Even the artist and tbe connoisseur, skilled to produce or accurate in judgment, are often wanting in clear and consistent ideas about their own works or appreciations. Here, as elsewhere，we meet the contrast between feeling and doing, on the one hand, and knowing, on the other. Just as practical men are frequently unable to describe or justify their most successful methods or undertakings, just as many people who astonish us with their fineness and freedom in the art of living are strangely wanting in clear thoughts about themselves and the life which they lead so admirably, so in the world of beauty, the men who do and appreciate are not always the ones who understand.
  Very often, moreover, the artist and the art lover justify their inability to understand beauty on the ground that beauty is too subtle a thing for thought. How, they say, can one hope to distill into clear and stable ideas such a vaporous and fleeting matter as aesthetic feeling? Such men are not only unable to think about beauty, but skeptical as to the possibility of doing so,- contented mystics, deeply feeling, but dumb. However, there have always been artists and connoisseurs who have striven to reflect upon their appreciations and acts, unhappy until they have understood and justified what they were doing; and one meets with numerous art-loving people whose intellectual curiosity is rather quickened than put to sleep by just that element of elusiveness in beauty upon which the mystics dwell. Long acquaintance with any class of objects leads naturally to the formation of some definition or general idea of them, and the repeated performance of the same type of act impels to the search for a principle that can be communicated to other people in justification of what one is doing and in defense of the value which one attaches to it. Thoughtful people cannot long avoid trying to formulate the relation of their interest in beauty, which absorbs so much energy and devotion, to other human interests, to fix its place in the scheme of life. It would be surprising, therefore, if there had been no Shelleys or Sidneys to define the relation between poetry and science, or Tolstoys to speculate on the nature of all art; and we should wonder if we did not everywhere hear intelligent people discussing the relation of utility and goodness to beauty, or asking what makes a poem or a picture great.
   Now the science of aesthetics is an attempt to do in a systematic way what thoughtful art lovers have thus always been doing haphazardly. It is an effort to obtain a clear general idea of beautiful objects, our judgments upon them, and the motives underlying the acts which create them, to raise the aesthetic life, otherwise a matter of instinct and feeling, to the level of intelligence, of understanding. To understand art means to find an idea or definition which applies to it and to no other activity, and at the same time to determine its relation to other elements of human nature ; and our understanding will be complete if our idea includes all the distinguishing characteristics of art, not simply enumerated, but exhibited in their achieved relations.      

   How shall we proceed in seeking such an idea of art ? We must follow a twofold method : first, the ordinary scientific method of observation, analysis, and experiment ; and second, another and very different method, which people of the present day often profess to avoid, but which is equally necessary, as I shall try to show, and actually employed by those who reject it. In following the first method we treat beautiful things as objects given to us for study, much as plants and animals are given to the biologist. Just as the biologist watches the behavior of his specimens, analyzes them into their various parts and functions, and controls his studies through carefully devised experiments, arriving at last at a clear notion of what a plant or an animal is - at a definition of life ; so the student of aesthetics observes works of art and other well-recognized beautiful things, analyzes their elements and the forms of  connection of these, arranges experiments to facilitate and guard his observations from error and, as a result, reaches the general idea for which he is looking,-the idea of beauty.

   A vast material presents itself for study of this kind : the artistic attempts of children and primitive men; the well-developed art of civilized nations, past and present, as creative process and as completed work; and finally, the everyday aesthetic appreciations of nature and human life, both by ourselves and by the people whom we seek out for study. Each kind of material has its special value. The first has the advantage of the perspicuity which comes from simplicity, similar for our purposes to the value of the rudimentary forms of life for the biologist. But this advantage of early art may be overestimated, for the nature of beauty is better revealed in its maturer manifestations, even as the purposes of an individual are more fully, if not more clearly, embodied in maturity than in youth or childhood.

  Yet a purely objective method will not suffice to give us an adequate idea of beauty. For beautiful things are created by men, not passively discovered. and are made, like other things which men make, in order to realize a purpose. Just as a saw is a good saw only when it fulfills the purpose of cutting wood, so works of art are beautiful only because they embody a certain purpose. The beautiful things which we study by the objective method are selected by us from among countless other objects and called beautiful because they have a value for us, without a feeling for which we should not know them to be beautiful at all. They are not, like sun and moon, independent of mind and will and capable of being understood in complete isolation from man. No world of beauty exists apart from a purpose that finds realization there. We are, to be sure, not always aware of the existence of this purpose when we enjoy a picture or a poem or a bit of landscape ; yet it is present none the less. The child is equally unaware of the purpose of the food which pleases him, yet the purpose is the ground of his pleasure; and we can understand his hunger only through a knowledge of it.

   The dependence of beauty upon a relation to purpose is clear from the fact that in our feelings and judgments about art we not only change and disagree, but correct ourselves and each other. The history of taste, both in the individual and the race, is not a mere process, but a progress, an evolution. "We were wrong in calling that poem beautiful," we say: "you are mistaken in thinking that picture a good one", "the eighteenth century held a false view of the nature of poetry" ; "the English Pre-Raphaelites confused the functions of poetry and painting" ; "to-day we understand what the truly pictorial is better than Giotto did " ; and so on. Now nothing can be of worth to us, one thing cannot be better than another, nor can we be mistaken as to its value except with reference to some  purpose which it fulfills or does not fulfill. There is no growth or evolution apart from a purpose in terms of which we can read the direction of change as forward rather than backward.

   This purpose cannot be understood by the observation and analysis, no matter how careful, of beautiful things; for it exists in the mind primarily and only through mind becomes embodied in things; and it cannot be understood by a mere inductive study of aesthetic experiences -the mind plus the object -just as they come; because, as we have just stated, they are changeful and subject to correction, therefore uncertain and often misleading. The aesthetic impulse may falter and go astray like any other impulse , a description of it in this condition would lead to a very false conception. No, we must employ a different method of investigation -the Socratic method of self-scrutiny, the conscious attempt to become clear and consistent about our own purposes, the probing and straightening of our aesthetic consciences. Instead of accepting our immediate feelings and judgments, we should become critical towards them and ask ourselves, What do we really seek in art and in life which, when found, we call beautiful? Of course, in order to answer this question we cannot rely on an examination of our own preferences in isolation from those of our fellow-men. Here, as everywhere, our purposes are an outgrowth of the inherited past and are developed in imitation of, or in rivalry with, those of other men. The problem is one of interpreting the meaning of art in the system of culture of which our own minds are a part. Never-theless, the personal problem remains. Aesthetic value is emphatically personal ; it must be felt as one's own. If I accept the standards of my race and age, I do so because I find them to be an expression of my own aesthetic will. In the end, my own will to beauty must be cleared up; its darkly functioning goals must be brought to light. 

    Now, unless we have thought much about the matter or are gifted with unusual native taste, we shall find that our aesthetic intentions are confused, contradictory, and entangled with other purposes. To become aware of this is the first step towards cnlightenment. We must try to distinguish what we want of art from what we want of other things, such as science or morality , for something unique we must desire from anything of permanent value in our life. In the next place we should come to see that we cannot want incompatible things ; that, for example, we cannot want art to hold the mirror up to life and, at the same time, to represent life as conforming to our private prejudices ; or want a picture to have expressive and harmonious colors and look exactly like a real landscape ; or long for a poetry that would be music or a sculpture that would be pictorial. Finally, we must make sure that our interpretation of the aesthetic purpose is representative of the actual fullness and manysidedness of it ; we should observe, for example, that sensuous pleasure is not all that we seek from art ; that truth of some kind we seek besides, and yet that in some sort of union we want both.

   This clearing up can be accomplished only in closest touch with the actual experience of beauty, it must be performed upon our working preferences and judgments. It must be an interpretation of the actual history of art. There is no a priori method of establishing aesthetic standards. Just as no one can discover his life purpose apart from the process of living, or the purpose of another except through sympathy; so no one can know the meaning of art except through creating and enjoying and entering into the aesthetic life of other artists and art lovers.

   This so-called normative  -perhaps better, critical─moment in sesthetics introduces an inevitable personal element into every discussion of the subject. Even as every artist seeks to convince his public that what he offers is beautiful, so every philosopher of art undertakes to persuade of the validity of his own preferences. I would not make any secret of this with regard to the following pages of this book. Yet this intrusion of personality need not be harmful, but may, on the contrary, be valuable. It cannot be harmful if the writer proceeds undogmatically, making constant appeals to the judgment of his readers and claiming no authority for his statements except in so far as they find favor there. Influence rather than authority is what he should seek. In presenting his views, as he must, he should strive to stimulate the reader to make a clear and consistent formulation of his own preferences rather than to impose upon him standards ready made. And the good of the personal element comes from the power which one strong preference or conviction has of calling forth another, and compelling it to the discovery and defense of its grounds. 

   In so far as aesthetics is studied by the objective method it is a branch of psychology. Aesthetic facts are mental facts. A work of art, no matter how material it may at first seem to be, exists only as perceived and enjoyed. The marble statue is beautiful only when it enters into and becomes alive in the experience of the beholder. Keys and strings and vibrations of the air are but stimuli for the auditory experience which is the real nocturne or etude. Ether vibrations and the retina upon which they impinge are nothing more than instruments for the production of the colors which, together with the interpretation of them in terms of ideas and feelings, constitute the real picture which we appreciate and judge. The physical stimuli and the physiological reactions evoked by them are important for our purpose only so far as they help us to understand the inner experiences with which they are correlated. A large part of our work, therefore, will consist in the psychological analysis of the experience of art and the motives underlying its production. We shall have to distinguish the elements of mind that enter into it, show their interrelations, and differentiate the total experience from other types of experience. Since, moreover, art is a social phenomenon, we shall have to draw upon our knowledge of social psychology to illumine our analysis of the individual's experience. Art is a historical, even a technical, development , hence the personal enjoyment of beauty itself is conditioned by factors that spring from the traditions of groups of artists and art lovers. No one can understand his pleasure in beauty apart from the pleasure of others.

   In so far, on the other hand, as aesthetics is an attempt to define the purpose of art and so to formulate the standards presupposed in judgments of taste, it is closely related to criticism. The relation is essentially that between theory and the application of theory. It is the office of the critic to deepen and diffuse the appreciation of particular works of art. For this purpose he must possess standards , but he need not be, and in fact often is not, aware of them. A fine taste may serve his ends. Not infrequently, however, the critic endeavors to make clear to himself and his readers the principles he is employing. Now, on its normative side, aesthetics is ideally the complete rationale of criticism, the systematic achievement, for its own sake, of what the thoughtful critic attempts with less exactness and for the direct purpose of appreciation. It is beyond the province of aesthetics to criticize any particular work of art, except by way of illustration. The importance of illustration for the sake of explaining and proving general principles is, however, fundamental ; for, as we have seen, a valuable aesthetic theory is impossible unless developed out of the primary aesthetic life of enjoyment and estimation, a life of contact with individual beautiful things. No amount of psychological skill in analysis or philosophical aptitude for definition can compensate for want of a real love of beauty, of the possession of something of the artistic temperament. People who do not love art, yet study it from the outside, may contribute to our knowledge of it through isolated bits of analysis, but their interpretations of its more funda mental nature are always superficial. Hence, just as the wise critic will not neglect aesthetics, so the philos opher of art should be something of a critic. Yet the division of labor is clear enough. The critic devotes himself to the appreciation of some special contemporary or historical field of art─Shakespearean drama, Renaissance sculpture, Italian painting, for example ；while the philosopher of art looks for general principles, and gives attention to individual works of art and historical movements only for the purpose of discovering and illustrating them. And, since the philosopher of art seeks a universal idea of art rather than an understanding of this or that particular work of art, an intimate acquaintance with a few examples, through which this idea can be revealed to the loving eye, is of more importance than a wide but superficial aesthetic culture. 

   In our discussion thus far, we have been assuming tbe possibility of aesthetic theory. But what shall we say in answer to the mystic who tells us that beauty is indefinablep First of all, I think, we should remind him that his own thesis can be proved or refuted only through an attempt at a scientific investigation of beauty. Every attempt to master our experience through thought is an adventure; but the futility of adventures can be shown only by courageously entering into them. And, although the failure of previous efforts may lessen the probabilities of success in a new enterprise, it cannot prove that success is absolutely impossible. Through greater persistence and better methods the new may succeed where the old have failed. Moreover, although we are ready to grant that the pathway to our goal is full of pitfalls, marked by the wreckage of old theories, yet we claim that the skeptic or the mystic can know of their existence only by traveling over the pathway himself ; for in the world of the inner life nothing can be known by hearsay. If, then, he would really know that the road to theoretical insight into beauty is impassable, let him travel with us and see ; or, if not with us, alone by himself or with some one wiser than we as guide, let him compare fairly and sympathetically the results of theoretical analysis and construction with the data of his firsthand experience and observe whether the one is or is not adequate to the other.

   Again, the cleft between thought and feeling, even subtle and fleeting aesthetic feeling, is not so great as the mystics suppose. For, after all, there is a recognizable identity and permanence even in these feelings; we should never call them by a common name or greet them as the same despite their shiftings from moment to moment if this were not true. Although whatever is unique in each individual experience of beauty, its distinctive flavor or nuance, cannot be adequately rendered in thought, but can only be felt ; yet whatever each new experience has in common with the old, whatever is universal in all aesthetic experiences, can be formulated. The relations of beauty, too, its place in the whole of life, can be discovered by thought alone ; for only hy thought can we hold on to the various things whose relations we are seeking to establish; without thought our experience falls asunder into separate bits and never attains to unity. Finally, the mystics forget that the life of thought and the life of feeling have a common root ; they are both parts of the one life of the mind and so cannot be foreign to each other. 

   The motive impelling to any kind of undertaking is usually complex, and that which leads to the development of aesthetic theory is no exception to the general rule. A disinterested love of understanding has certainly played a part. Every region of experience invites to the play of intelligence upon it; the lover of knowledge, as Plato says, loves the whole of his object. Yet even intelligence, insatiable and impartial as it is, has its predilections. The desire to understand a particular type of thing has its roots in an initial love of it. As the born botanist is the man who finds joy in contact with tree and moss and mushroom, so the student of aesthetics is commonly a lover of beauty. And, although the interest which he takes in aesthetic theory is largely just the pleasure in possessing clear ideas, one may question whether he would pursue it with such ardor except for the continual lover's touch with picture and statue and poem which it demands. For the intelligent lover of beauty, aesthetic theory requires no justification ; it is as necessary and pleasurable for him to understand art as it is compulsive for him to seek out beautiful things to enjoy. To love without understanding is, to the thoughtful lover, an infidelity to his object. That the interest in aesthetic theory is partly rooted in feeling is shown from the fact that, when developed by artists, it takes the form of a defense of the type of art which they are producing. The aesthetic theory of the German Romanticists is an illustration of this ; Hebbel and Wagner are other striking examples. These men could not rest until they had put into communicable and persuasive form the aesthetic values which they felt in creation. And we, too, who are not artists but only lovers of beauty, find in theory a satisfaction for a similar need with reference to our preferences.1

   More important to the average man is the help which aesthetic theory may render to appreciation itself. If to the basal interest in beauty be added an interest in understanding beauty, the former is quickened and fortified and the total measure of enjoyment increased. Even the love of beauty, strong as it commonly is, may well find support through connection with an equally powerful and enduring affection. The aesthetic interest is no exception to the general truth that each part of the mind gains in stability and intensity if connected with the others ; isolated, it runs the risk of gradual decay in satiety or through the crowding out of other competing interests, which if joined with it, would have kept it alive instead. Moreover, the understanding of art may increase the appreciation of particular works of art. For the analysis and constant attention to the subtler details demanded by theory may bring to notice aspects of a work of art which do not exist for an unthinking appreciation. As a rule, the appreciations of the average man are very inadequate to the total possibilities offered, extending only to the more obvious features. Often enough besides, through a mere lack of understanding of the purpose of art in general and of the more special aims of the particular arts, people expect to find what cannot be given, and hence are prejudiced against what they might otherwise enjoy. The following pages will afford, I hope, abundant illustrations of this truth. 

   Finally, aesthetic theory may have a favorable influence upon the creation of art. Not that the student of aesthetics can prescribe to the artist what he shall or shall not do; for the latter can obey, for better or worse, only the inner imperative of his native genius. Yet, inevitably, the man of genius receives direction and cultivation from the aesthetic sentiment of the time into which he is born and grown ; even when he reacts

against it, he nevertheless feels its influence ; a sound conception of the nature and purpose of art may save him from many mistakes. The French classical tradition in sculpture and painting, which is not merely academic, having become a part of public taste, prevented the production of the frightful crudities which passed for art in Germany and England during the present and past centuries. By helping to create a

freer and more intelligent atmosphere for the artist to be born and educated in, and finer demands upon him when once he has begun to produce and is seeking recognition, the student of aesthetics may indirectly do not a little for him. And surely in our own country, where an educated public taste does not exist and the fiercest prejudices are rampant, there is abundant opportunity for service.

BY

DEWIIT H. PARKER
COPYRIGHT, 1920, By SILVER, BURDETT&COMPANY

译文：

美学原理

第一章

简介：目的和方法

虽然人们通常能够感觉到美的存在，但他们的共同问题在于很难说出对美的理解。每个人可能都有自己的一套审美品位,如在家庭的装饰当中,或在诗歌和绘画的选择鉴赏方面，令他们感到困惑的是这种感觉在艺术上称作什么，他门为什么会认为这个事物是美的而那个事物是丑的。甚至于艺术家和鉴赏家们在他们工作时也常常弄不清楚自己所想要表达的。这里，在一方面差别常常存在于想和做之间，另一方面在于知识结构的原因。正如实际上人们常常不能够描述或证明他们最成功的方法和事业,就像让我们感到惊奇的是很多人有着良好的生活品位,他们对艺术的自由度和精确度有着极好的把握,所以对于世界上的美,人们所创造或所感觉到的美,并不一定都是为他们所理解了的。
而且时常是艺术家和艺术爱好者们对透彻理解这世上的美感到无能为力，因为美是难以思索非常深奥的东西。他们说,一个人怎样能从如此空灵、转瞬即逝的美感中提取出清晰而又稳定想法呢？这样的人不仅没有能力去思索什么是美，而且怀疑是否有能力去作这件事，——他们能够深深的感触，但却无法表达。

然而,总是有艺术家和鉴赏家对自己所努力奋斗的行为和事情感到并不快乐,直到他们能够正确地理解自己正在做的是什么为止；美学作为一门社会科学，是在社会的物质生活与精神文化生活基础上产生和发展起来的。这门科学的渊源可以追溯到古代奴隶社会，古代的思想家对美与艺术的问题所作的哲学探讨，对艺术实践经验的总结，就是美学思想的起源与萌芽。

美的本质是美学中的一个基本的理论问题，也是一个有待解决的难题。美的欣赏是生动具体，轻松愉快的。美的本质的研究却是艰难而抽象的。有时甚至是让人头痛的。研究美的本质难在什么地方呢？困难主要不在于说明“什么是美的”（对个别事物作审美判断或经验描述），困难在于回答“美是什么”（在各种美的事物中找出美的普遍本质或者在和其他事物的比较中找出其特殊本质）。在美的概念下，包含着各种性质上各不相同的事物，从日月星辰，花草树木，各种劳动产品以至人的高尚品质，动作，表情，长相等等。美的本质问题，不但引起了古往今来许多艺术家的思考，提出了种种的回答，都指出了这个问题的困难。

有人说：“美的东西呢不问本来好像清楚，你问我，我反倒觉得茫然了。”

古希腊时期，柏拉图写了西方最早一本美学论著，用的是对话形式，开头希比阿斯说：“这问题小的很，”小到不足论道，但到辩论结束，才觉得问题不是那么简单。苏格拉底说：“讨论中我得到一个益处，那就是清楚地认识到一句谚语：‘美是难的’。”

法国的唯物主义哲学家狄德罗也指出研究美的本质的问题的困难，他说：“我和一切在这方面有所论述的作者一样，首先发觉的是：人们谈论最多的事物，像命运安排似的，往往是人们最不熟悉的事物。许多事物如此，美的本质也是这样……为什么差不多所有人都同意世界上存在着美，其中许多人还强烈地感觉到了美之所在，而知道什么是美地人有那么少呢？

黑格尔也说过：“乍看起来美好像是一个很简单地概念，但是不久我们就会发现美是可以有许多方面的，这个人抓住地是这个方面而那个人抓住地是那个方面，纵然都是从一个观点去看，究竟哪方面是本质地，也还是一个值得争论地问题。”

有的美学家甚至认为美是不可言说地东西，歌德曾说：“我对美学家们不免要笑，笑他们自讨苦吃，想通过一些抽象地名词，把我们叫做美的那种不可言说的东西化成一种概念。”

上面说明美的本质问题的研究中所存在的困难，充分估计到这些困难，做许多艰苦而又实际的工作，才能在前人研究的基础上取得新的进展。同时也要看到现在的有利条件，既要重视困难又要藐视困难。

古希腊的柏拉图是在欧洲美学史上最早对美的问题作出深入探讨的人，他提出：“美的本质问题就是美的理式，他认为现实重的一切事物都是源于“美的理式”即“美本身”。它是使一切事物“成起为美的品质”，“这美本身，加到任何一件事物上面，就使那个事物成其为美，不管它是一块石头，一块木头，一个人，一个神，一个动作，一门学问”他认为理式是客观世界的根源，客观世界并不是真实存在的的真实的世界，而理式世界才是真实的世界。例如桌子有三种，第一是决定桌子之所以为桌子的那个桌子的理式（道理）；第二是木工所依据桌子的理式所造的个别的桌子；第三是画家所模仿个别桌子所画的桌子。所以，美的理式是先于美的事物而存在的，是美的事物的创造者，而且这种美本身是永恒的，无始无终，不生不灭，不增不减，是绝对的。而现实的美来源于美的理式，只是美的理式的影子，所以时而生，时而灭，是变幻无常的，相对的。

康德的美学是建立在先验论的基础上。在美的问题上，他认为美只能是主观的，他说：“至于审美的规定根据，我们认为它只能是主观的，不可能是别的。”他提出审美是一种趣味判断和鉴赏判断，在其美学著作中就是讲审美判断力的批判的。他认为审美趣味是以情感为内容的，它不同于单纯的快感，单纯的快感相当于某种欲念的满足，涉及利害计较。而审美快感则是一种不计较利害得失的自由的快感。它与逻辑判断也不同，逻辑判断涉及概念，而趣味判断只涉及对象形式引起的快感，所以趣味判断不是一种理智的判断而是一种情感的判断。

黑格尔是哲学上的客观唯心主意者。他认为绝对精神是世界的本质。在美学上他提出了美是“理性的感性显现。”从这个定义就可以看出，他认为美的本质在于理念，绝对精神，而感性实在不过是理念生发出来的，是作为理念的客观性相，这个定义和柏拉图的在本质上没有什么区别，二者都是把美的根源归于精神，但是黑格尔是辨证论者，他的理念不是与客观事物相对立的，抽象的存在于客观事物之外，而是概念与实在的统一。理念“显现”于现象，成为具体的统一体，才能有美。黑格尔还把美的理念看作发展过程，不像柏拉图那样把美的理念看作是永恒不变的。

他对美的本质所下的定义虽然是客观唯心主义的，但是里面却包含了深刻的辩证法思想，首先，体现了理性和感性的统一。外部表象，感性形式不过是理性的显现，根源人在于理性。

美的根源在于心灵，美不是物理的事实，他不属于事物，而属于人类的活动，属于心灵的力量，美是心灵作用于事物而产生的直觉，这种直觉先是源于理性，先于概念而产生的，是与理性和概念无关的，孤立绝缘的现象，所谓：“见形象而不见意义的认识。”自然无所谓美，自然的美是直觉创造出来的，同样自然本身也是直觉创造出来的。

从以上的分析可以看到，在美学史上关于美的本质的探讨适合哲学中的基本问题密切相关联的，各个哲学家，从各自不同的哲学体系对美的本质作出不同的回答。

一部分美学家是从精神的世界去探索美的本质，把美的本质归于绝对理念，或主观意识，审美感受。其中有些美学家的思想中包含着辩证法的因素，在论述主客体关系时抽象的发挥了认得主观能动性。

另一些美学家则是从客观世界的自认特征出发探索美的本质，把美的本质的根源归结于自然事物本身的某种感性特征和属性，但都离开了认得社会性，在西方美学史上对于美的本质问题始终存在着争斗。然而弄清楚美学的本质问题对于更好的服务于社会有很大的帮助。
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