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When we take the term literally, “aesthetic education” refers to the senses.  The etymological root of “aesthetic” is, aesthesis (ai[sqhsi"), the Greek word signifying “perception by the senses.”  The corresponding verb is aisthanomai (aijsqanovmai), which means “to apprehend by the senses,” i.e., to see, hear, touch, etc.
  What does it mean to educate the senses?  The senses, as Aristotle noted, are what we share with animals.
 The question of their education, thus, involves the notion of our “animal” nature.  We see the animals about us.  We note our similarities.  We assert that that part of them is within us.  Doing so, we draw a line between our animal and human nature. The question of aesthetic education concerns this line, both the line and its trespass.  The line is between the educator and the educated, the human and the animal.  The human, in educating the senses, we could say, educates the animal within it.  It humanizes it.  It extends its territory.  The human, however, includes the animal.  Could we not also see this education as the advance of the animal to the human, the extension of its territory? To answer such questions we must come to terms not just with the animal but also the human.  Without this, we cannot know the role of humanistic education, understood literally as the” education of the human.”  What I propose in this paper is suggest some answers to the question of the relation of the animal to the human.  The claim I will be making is that aesthetic education, the education of our sensibility, is humanistic education in the etymological sense of the word, “e-ducate.”   It is what first “leads or draws out” the human.  It is the condition of the possibility of the being of the human.
  The result of such a drawing out of the human is, however, not the rational animal of philosophy.  It is not that uneasy and unstable conjunction of rationality and animality that ends with the expelling of our animality.  It is, rather, the human understood as the intertwining of animality and the conventions we make with one another.

Anthropogenesis


In his recent book, The Open, Man and Animal, Giorgio Agamben argues that our history is driven by the attempt to fix the divide between our humanity and animality.  The conflict in determining it is, he writes, “the decisive political conflict, which governs every other conflict.”  It is what is at issue even in such abstract disciples as “ontology or first philosophy.”
  In the modern period, the decisive moment comes with the advent of comparative anatomy.  Linnaeus, the founder of scientific taxonomy, writes that “as a naturalist,” he “hardly knows a single distinguishing mark which separates man from the apes.”   The only thing he can observe is that the apes “have an empty space between their canines and their other teeth.”
  How then are we to distinguish man given that we “cannot find a generic difference between ape and man which is consistent with the principles of natural history” The answer Linnaeus comes to is that “he becomes man only if he raises himself above man,” i.e., above what his physiology reveals  (The Open, p. 24).  Man does this when “he recognizes himself” as man (ibid., p. 25).  This is why the attribute “sapiens” is added to the “homo.”  As Agamben sums up Linnaeus’ conclusion, “to define the human … through his self-knowledge, means that man is the being that recognizes itself as such, that man is the animal that must recognize itself as human to be human” (ibid.).  This means, he adds, “Homo sapiens, then, is neither a clearly defined species nor a substance; it is, rather a machine or device for producing the recognition of the human.” Since this recognition “makes” the human, what we have here is an “anthropogenic” machine (ibid., p. 26).


Given that the focus of this recognition is the distinction of man from the animal, this machine functions by defining the human by the exclusion of the animal.  The animal is the nonhuman.  Thus, the machine also works to animalize what we no longer wish to consider human—i.e., the being that we previously considered to be human.  In this case, as Agamben writes, “it functions by excluding as not (yet) human an already human being from itself, that is, by animalizing the human, by isolating the nonhuman within the human.”  The result of this process, Agamben adds is “the slave, the barbarian, and the foreigner, as figures of the animal in human form” (Agamben, p. 37).    Thus, in the 19th century, the blacks’ “animal nature” justified their slavery.
  In the 20th, with the Nazis, we have “the Jew, that is, the non-man produced within the man.”  Thanks to hospital technologies , we also have the “overcomatose person, that is, the animal separated within the human body itself” (ibid.).  This is the person whose organs can be “harvested,” whose body, given the appropriate permission, can be used as a resource.  In each case, the animalization of the human thrusts the human into the category of what Agamben calls “bare life.”  This is the life that lies exposed to and defenseless against our manipulation.   Since the animal is within the human, the ultimate specter here is one of a “humanity that has taken upon itself the mandate of the total management of its own animality.”  This would be the humanity that manages the resource of its genetic inheritance according its desires (ibidl, p.  80).  As part of our animal nature and, hence non-human, this resource, like the black slave or the Jew in the Camps, is excluded from the protections offered to the human.


The question that arises here is: what do we mean by the human?  There is an obvious circularity in the anthropogenic machine.  The attempt to define the human by the exclusion of the nonhuman demands that we have some notion of the human.  Without this, we cannot know what to exclude.  In fact, the notion of the machine, like Linnaeus’s original definition of homo sapiens, suffers from an obvious lack of content.  Lacking any definite concept of “man,” the machine’s attempts to define it by exclusion lack natural limit.  Not knowing what man is, we cannot know how much to exclude, how much to place in the animal realm.  ‘Man,’ himself, in the context of this machine, can only have a functional definition.  He becomes the being that exercises power over the animal.  As a pure, contentless functionality, this power has no limit.  Thus, its exercise over the animal reduces the animal to “bare life.”  Its separation from the human is a separation from any sense of inviolability.
  It becomes the life of the animals bred for slaughter—in particular those raised in “factory farms.”  “Bare life” is also exemplified by the life of the Jew in the camps, whom anyone may kill with impunity,
 and the life of the overcomatose patient, whose organs lie ready for removal.  It is also life in the form of the genetic material, be it plant, animal, or human, that is open to manipulation.   These examples point to what is at work here.  To use Nietzsche’s term, it is “will to power.”  Undeterred by any determinate content, its goal of this will is power—in particular—power over nature, not for some definite end, but only for the increase of power.
  At the end of the process of reducing the animal to bare life, the animal disappears and so does the human.  The will to power, understood as the will to complete technological mastery of the animal (both outside and within us) absorbs both the animal and the human. 

Disclosure


To avoid this impasse, we need an alternate view of our humanity.  We cannot, if we want to avoid circularity, define the human by exclusion.  As a working concept, let me suggest Heidegger’s concept of human reality as disclosive Dasein; by this I mean the Dasein that, in disclosing the world, discloses itself as human.  Heidegger’s notion of disclosure is essentially pragmatic.
  For Heidegger, pragmatic action, rather than speculative thought, first determines how the world appears to us.
  Paper, for example, appears as a writing surface or as kindling to start a fire depending on our particular needs.  Similarly, wind can be seen as wind to fill our sails, if our goal is to take a sailboat across the lake.  Disclosure, as such examples indicate, exhibits things in their instrumental value.  They are disclosed insofar as they are useful for our projects.  Our interpretations of them, our considering them as something definite, is based on this.  In Heidegger’s words, interpretation “appresents the what-for of a thing and so brings out the reference of the ‘in-order-to.”
  As a result the world becomes articulated.  It gains its meaningfulness as an “equipmental totality.”  This disclosure of the world is also a self-disclosure.  We become the person who has accomplished these projects.  Since such projects involve the world, so does the Dasein, the human reality, that is disclosed through them.  Insofar as it is defined through projects involving objects in the world, its fundamental ontological mode is, according to Heidegger, being-in-the-world.  This being-in-the-world involves our comportment (our behavior) towards beings, which is itself based on our understanding of being.
 What is this understanding?  It is my knowing how to make my way in the world.  It is my already always implicitly grasping the context of relations involved in my tasks, my projects.  To take a homely example, my understanding of “breakfast” is constitutive of my being-in-the-world of the kitchen in the morning.  I “understand” how to go about making breakfast.  The objects in the kitchen—the eggs, plates, cereal bowls, spoons, etc.—all have meaning; they are “understood” in their purpose; and I behave or comport myself towards them accordingly.  The richer this understanding, the richer is my world.  Its meaningfulness increases with the complexity of my behavior.  So do the aspects of it disclosed by my behavior.  

With this, we have Heidegger’s distinction between the animal and the human.  It occurs as part of a triple thesis.  According to Heidegger, “the stone is worldless (weltlos); the animal is poor in world (weltarm); [and] man is world-forming (weltbildend).”
  The difference lies in the nature of their projects.  We are rich in such projects and, hence, rich in the world they disclose. The stone, not having any, is worldless.  As for the animal, it certainly accomplishes tasks.  For Heidegger, however, its actions are instinct driven.  In his words, its relations to the world, its comportment, manifests “the drivenness of instinctual captivation.” (54, n. 29).  The result is that “the animal behaves within an environment (Umgebung), but never in a world (Welt)” (52, n. 4).  For it to behave in a world, it would have to have understanding, i.e., consider things according to their purposes.  For this, however, it would have to have projects.  This would require its having a human sense of futurity, one which involves the projecting of oneself forward to the goal of a project.  The difference between being motivated by the goal and instinctual captivation is temporal.  What triggers the instinct that “captivates” and, hence, controls the animal is present in the environment.  The goal of a project, however, is not yet present, not yet existent.  It lies ahead of us waiting to be accomplished.  Insofar as disclosive behavior is governed by the grasp of the goal, the animal is world-poor insofar as its captivation places it “essentially outside the possibility that beings could be disclosed to it.”  As Heidegger also puts it, “The animal as such does not stand within a potentiality for revelation of beings.”  This includes its own self-revelation. (54, n. 8).
  

The Intertwining


How then is the animal to be revealed?  As “world-poor,” it cannot reveal itself—i.e., place itself in a world.  It must, then, rely on us.  Yet insofar as we treat it simply as a use value, as material for our projects, we reveal it from the outside.  The premise of this sort of revelation is the exclusion of the animal from the human.  It is, as we saw, a concealment of the animal that becomes, given our own animality, a self-concealment.  To avoid this, we have to reveal it from the inside, i.e., reveal it to itself by placing it in a world.  This we can only do to ourselves, i.e., to our own animality.  The name of the process that accomplishes this is “aesthetic education.”  Understood as the education of our senses that transformed them into a more refined sensibility, they give our animality a world; they provide it with a place of self-disclosure.


Two factors enter into aesthetic education.  The first is our animality in its mortality, its needs and drives.  The second is convention.  By this, I mean the agreements we make with others.  Such agreements, insofar as they involve communication with others, require speech.  In Greek, the word for “speech” is logos, which can also designate reason.  The intersubjective logos that makes possible convention is, however, not yet “reason” in any formal or “logical” sense.  The best way to see it at work is through of few examples.  The most basic is the meal.  Two things enter into it.  The first is our hunger; the second is the art of its preparation.  The two are intertwined.  The world that our animal hunger inhabits is, generally, provided by our national cuisine.  Though the “art” of cooking and the conventions of the cuisine, hunger is disclosed as hunger for this or that type of food.  What the conventions of the cuisine do is humanize the animal need for food.  They do this by educating our animal sensibilities.  Taste, texture, color and aroma are all present, even in the simplest meal.  The more complex the meal, the more subtle their blend. The resulting education of our sensibilities is what first results in the human taste for food.  The same point can be made with regard to marriage.  Here, the two elements that intertwine are sex and convention.  By the latter I mean all the conventions, from those governing the marriage contract as a legal document to those society imposes as expectations governing the arrangements for living together, for raising children, for support in old age and so on.  Whatever they may be, whether they function well or poorly, they provide a significant place of disclosure for our animal sex drive.  In the tangled web of marital relations involving partners, children and aged parents, sex shows its human face.  This showing can, of course, involve other places of disclosure: the date, the affair, the long term extra-marital relation, etc.  The disclosive situation can be either heterosexual or homosexual.  Each has its conventions.  Each has its way of educating the sensibilities that enter into the sexual act.  Whatever these may be, we have the intertwining that draws out the human reality of sex.  The same argument can be made about our human sense of justice, which results from the intertwining of our animal passion for revenge and our society’s conventions about what constitutes a fair exchange.  These conventions are at work in our sense of fair contracts.  They are also at work in the penalties we impose—that is, in the way we determine the “debt” the criminal owes to his victims or, more generally, to society at large.  When educated by the laws, the animal passion for revenge becomes a passion for justice.  Justice is the human face of this animal passion.  The point of the law court with its conventions is to provide a place for its disclosure.  

The examples I have been giving could be multiplied.  I could for example show that the human sense of history results from the intertwining of memory and understanding.  By this, I mean the understanding that grasps things in terms of their plot, their storyline.  Each society has its conventions of plot and story and thus each has its way of educating the memory.  I could also show how the fine arts--painting and music, for example--educate through their conventions our senses of sight and hearing. Instead, I will focus on just one further example, one which touches our animal nature most directly.  We all recall the syllogism: “All men are mortal, Socrates is a man, Socrates is mortal.”  More properly expressed, it should begin with “All animals are mortal.”  Our animality and our mortality imply each other.  Death is an unavoidable, basic fact of organic life.  What discloses it as a human death are all the conventions associated with the funeral ritual.  The sense that without this, the death is that of a mere animal drives Antigone to ritually sprinkle dust on her dead brothers’s bodies.  This symbolic funeral is, she believes, worth every risk.  The same sense of disclosure is, I believe, behind the Nazi concentration camps’s practice of disposing bodies by burning them in large ovens or simply bulldozing them into open pits.  The point of such disposals was to prevent their disclosure as human deaths.  It was the final chapter of their attempts to deprive the inmates of their humanity.  Among the first evidences of our humanity are the stone-age remains of grave sites.  The pollen left from the flowers placed in the grave, the implements left with the long vanished corpse—all these point to burial ceremonies.  Because these ceremonies disclose the human, they mark the emergence of the human.  It is not too much to say that what we call “culture”—from such stone age ceremonies to the requiem masses of Mozart and Pandereski—receives a continuing impulse from our attempts to disclose death as human.  In this history, the education of the passions surrounding death spill over into a continuing education of all our sensibilities.  

The Project of Aesthetic Education

To speak of disclosure is to speak of a project. Every disclosure of a thing, according to Heidegger, reveals its “what-it-is-for.”   It brings out the reference of the thing’s ‘in-order-to”—the ultimate referent here being the goal that animates the project. To apply this to the rituals and conventions I have been describing is not just to claim that they places our animality in a sphere of disclosure.  It is also assert that they discloses its “what-it-is-for” for in terms of the project of being human. Insofar as being-human is the project’s goal, it lies in the future as a not-yet.  As such,  it does not manage the project.  Rather, the humanity the goal expresses results from the project.  This implies that “disclosive Dasein” does not, itself, designate the human. What this terms signifies is just a condition for its realization.
  In saying this, I do mean to imply that being-human lacks all content.  Such an assertion would return us to the empty functionality of the anthropogenic machine.  The implication is that the project of our aesthetic education is ongoing, that its disclosure of the human is always partial and on the way.  

As history teaches, the actual conventions and rituals that provide the place of disclosure constantly change. Was does not change is their role in mediating our exposure to the natural (animal) passions that sex or death or injury arouse. Also unchanging is the fact that each convention carries with it a sense of the fitting.  With its finite compass, ritual brings a certain closure, it imposes a certain measure on what, in itself, is immeasurable, be this our grief, our sense of injury or the passions of desire. This imposition is their “education.”  As e-ducation, it is a drawing out.  What is drawn out is the human.  That out of which it is drawn is our sensible exposure to life.  The forms of this e-ducation are all the forms of culture from burial rituals to concert-hall performances. Insofar as their study enhances their action, the humanistic education consisting of such study is part of the project of disclosing the human.  This disclosure necessarily involves the self-disclosure of the animal within us.  Only when we realize this can we begin to treat animality as such with respect.  “Respect” means not reducing it to “bare life.”  It means respecting its role in our ongoing project of being-human.
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