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Image-thinking: Its Development, End and Transfiguration
GaoJianping

Abstract:  “Image-thinking” as a term of aesthetics and literary criticism originated from
Russia, and was brought into China in 1930s During the two periods between 1950s and
early 1960s and between 1978 and 1985, there were two great debates on image-thinking in
China These debates were closely connected with the task of establishing socialist ideology,
with the social and political condition during the several decades from 1949 to 1980s, and
with the development of aesthetics and literary theories as a whole The first debate played a
role in balancing the discussion of “the essence of beauty” when there was a “great discus-
sion of aesthetics, ” while the second one initiated a new round of “craze of aesthetics. ” The
debate of image-thinking, nevertheless, fell into a decline since 1985, but the results of the
discussion were transformed into three forms of academic studies at that time, such as psy-
chology of literature and art, the anthropology of literature, and the study of idea-image as a
special topic for interpretation of ancient Chinese literary theory The author considers that
all these three lines of thought above are positive development for the study of “image-think-
ing” and should be appraised and glorified, but some other ideas will prove to be more fruit-
ful, such as the experience as a term from pragmatism, the symbol as a term from semiotics

The features of art were once regarded as “being recognition”, “being a special kind of rec-
ognition” and “being no recognition” in sequence What we are going to do is to put forth
the fourth phase, with a conclusion that art is “still a recognition. ”

Key words: image-thinking; epistemology; semiotics

110



