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The Faculty of Listening at the Source of Hu-
man Mind

Our faculty of listening is regulating our use of our 5 senses 
as well as it is the source of our mental world. Its neutralization 
is occurring today in a complex and radical way, and we need to 
understand this complexity to demonstrate that this faculty pos-
sesses its own self-resilience. It is possible to do it if we combine the 
results of the anthropobiology of language elaborated by A. Gehlen 
[1] with the audio-phonology of A. Tomatis [2]. Gehlen discovered 
in the thirties that the human being needs the use of language in 
order to be able to live. Tomatis confirmed this view indeed in the 
fifties by establishing that the use of hearing the sounds does in-
deed condition the use of the phonological apparatus of our tongue 
when we are emitting sounds. For what? To find there the same 
happiness that he had taken from listening to the voice of the moth-
er in its intra-uterine listening. Because the human being is not a 
fully developed biological being and is born about a year too early 
compared to mammals of similar complexity, he possesses only in-
traspecific instincts (nutritional, sexual and defensive) towards its 
human fellows. He therefore needs to invent his world by projecting 
in the world and in the other human beings the harmony between 
the sounds that he emits and receives in order to programme itself 
its conditions of life. When this phono-audiological movement is 
projected in the world, it is allowing the human runt to fix itself to 
realities with its eyes, i.e. by seeing these ones and to find in these 
realities what is vital and enjoying itself in these realities. This use 
of language was called “prosopopoeia” by William von Humboldt to 
[3] make clear that the way in which poets and playwrights make 
speak the world, stones, springs, animals in their poems or in their 
plays does not constitute only an artistic process, but that it is pre-
senting itself as the original use of language, as the source of dia 

 
logue, of intersubjective actions and of art. This prosopopoeia con-
tinues therefore to animate our daily life as well as all sorts of life 
that we are able to live.

In this way we also discovered that our life is exclusively a di-
alogue because this dialogue is the only thing that makes our life 
possible. First, the human child has to make the world speak by us-
ing this prosopopoeia to be able to perceive it with his own eyes. 
The child experiences this harmony in an animistic way by using 
sounds because of its inability to perceive a difference between the 
sounds it is emitting and those it is then hearing. It lends also its 
heard sounds to the world with which it is identifying itself for the 
same reason. Arnold Gehlen’s anthropobiology confirmed therefore 
this linguistic hypothesis [3]. This inner regulation of the voice by 
hearing it and by the anticipation of the results of using this voice is 
transferring itself this way in the different uses of the human sensi-
bility. The use of the eyes is conditioned by this inner regulation in 
the following way: it is consisting of a projection of the movement of 
emitting and hearing sounds in the visual movement itself and the 
result of this movement is giving to the visual experience a value of 
enjoyment that is indissociable and comparable to the enjoyment of 
using emitted and received sounds. The infant is acquiring with this 
experience the capacity of enjoying what was before felt as aggres-
sive: it becomes able to inverse into an enjoyable experience the 
reception of visual chaotic sensations that are not determining a 
motoric answer like in the case of well-formed animals, but are only 
cumulating an undetermined and intense anxiety. This inversion of 
the unpleasant value into an enjoyable experience is giving him the 
capacity of enjoying oneself of this experience and of fixing one-
self to the activities of perceiving visually the realities. But because 
it may not perceive at the beginning a difference between emitted 
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and heard sounds and between things and what it is seeing in these 
things, it is feeling its own sounds and visual experience as a unique 
and undifferentiated answer of the world itself.

The use of this prosopopoeia does not limit itself to the use of 
language by emitting and receiving sounds: it is transferring itself 
in every sensitive perception. Because of a certain physical asym-
metry in the throat, the nervous circuit between ears and the use 
of tongue is producing an asymmetry between the use of the ears: 
usually the right one is guiding the left one. The use of the five sens-
es is submitted to this asymmetry because the circuit between ears 
and throat is underlying the principles of their sensitivity. By sub-
mitting the use of the five senses to this asymmetry, it is producing 
what is called the lateralisation of our senses: the right one is usual-
ly also regulating the left one. This simple regulative use of our ears 
cannot itself be viewed or registered by the dualistic psychology 
of the brain or by the so-called cognitive psychology, because this 
one is only able to register together all the results of this complex 
articulation of the five senses. This kind of knowledge is therefore 
unable to recognize thar our activity of listening is indeed dynamiz-
ing what the Greeks called the “aesthesis” itself, i.e. that it is dynam-
izing every perception whatever physiological or cultural as well as 
it is regulating the creative cultural power of everybody. 

The reason is very simple. This audio-phonic harmony lends its 
own law to the dynamics of the imagination, of our thought and of 
our desires in the following way: every hiatus and every disharmo-
ny with the world must be overcome by projecting a new form of 
pre-harmony with the world, with others and with ourselves. As 
we spontaneously pre-harmonize by our ears the sounds that we 
are emitting with the same sounds that we try to hear, we pre-har-
monize our perceptions, actions and desires as the most favourable 
responses we can expect from the world, from others and from our-
selves. In order to bring this about, we must recollect all the ele-
ments of our past experience that are concerned by the distorted 
situation that is confronting us. The happiness felt by listening to 
the favourable prosopopoeia of the world that speaks to us in our 
visual perception of something in this world has become thereby a 
source of delight. Because our access to perception is always antic-
ipated and filtered by the words that we project into the world to 
isolate objects and identify them with what we see of them by using 
our predicates, we experience the verbal activity of this perception 
as a response as favourable as our own sounds when we listen to 
them. Converting chaotic sensations into gratifying perceptions, 
the child is linking the gratifications felt in listening to the world 
with the joys it is feeling by seeing them as well as by hearing them. 
Projecting into the world the privileged access to communication 
that it shared with its’s mother answers and since its mother’s re-
sponses were felt to be gratifying, it comes to perceive this visual 
world as the speaker of a positive answer, expressing simultaneous-
ly both its need and the way to satisfy it.

This movement allows to it to produce an effective reversal of 
his impulses: instead of perceiving stimuli requiring a physical re-
action on its part and of being projected towards the appropriate 
consummatory action, it transforms the visual perceptual stimulus 

linked to the sounds that it intends and means, in a pure consum-
matory action of itself [4]. Because this inversion of the biological 
circuits which is characterizing the use of the human voice is there-
by transferred to any sensible experience, because the use of listen-
ing of our sounds underlies any use of our five senses, this articula-
tion of the sense of reality to the experience of enjoying it, is itself 
transferred to the use of these five senses. But it is allowing too to 
explain the birth of our thinking. As a listening of our listening, the 
thought is produced by what we usually call the “interiorisation” 
of our outer world: we can enjoy an external experience without 
having to express it phonetically with our tongue because the reg-
ulative use of our experience by listening it, is investing itself in the 
self-enjoyment of itself, in its autonomous renewing and anamne-
sis. It is self-referring by becoming conscious of itself automatically 
as soon as it is happening as an enjoyment of itself in our thought. 
This ability of thinking is usually conceived as the characteristic of 
ourselves that is differentiating us from the animals. This listening 
of our listening is much more: it is affirming indeed to be the secret 
of our ability to think. During this experience that is perpetually 
repeating itself by creating thereby our temporal experience, the 
fruits of our external experience are the objects of enjoyment as 
well as the enjoyment of the objectivity of this experience although 
this experience is only thought. The hedonic pleasure of the inver-
sion of our biological circuits is transferring itself in this way to our 
thought itself. The experience of thought is making itself self-suffi-
cient as a source of knowledge and of enjoyment although it does 
not know from where it is coming as long as this thought itself does 
not know how its own genesis is brought about. 

As we spontaneously harmonize the sounds that we are utter-
ing with the same sounds that we are receiving, we pre-harmonize 
by our self-listening our perceptions, our actions and our desires 
as the best favourable ways by means of which the world and our 
human fellows could answer to us. This pre harmonization is an-
imating the listening in its physical reality as well as the thought 
itself: it is indeed already inhabiting every use of a proposition, pri-
vate, intersubjective or public. The cognitive and logical pre-harmo-
nization which is bearing the propositions by means of which we 
objectivize the perceptions, actions, thoughts, feelings and desires 
is always the same: we are unable to think a proposition, i. e. to pro-
duce it, without thinking that this proposition is true. The uses of 
our propositions are therefore creative of all the experiences of our 
world, but they are also recognitive of what they are objectivizing. 
They are miming the power of the voice to create sounds and to 
recognize them as identical or different with the sounds that were 
anticipated by our anticipatory pre-harmonizing listening of these 
sounds. 

This listening is intern to the proposition: it allows us to recog-
nize whether the thing named is identical with its property (named 
by our predicate) when we affirm, by example that ‘the snow is 
white”, but it is also recognizing itself by thinking that this thing 
has or not the property that is allowed to it by the assertion of our 
proposition.

This judgment of recognizing the truth or the falsity of this 
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proposition expresses a necessary movement: as an addressee of 
ourselves as speakers, we are unable not to do it. We must do it 
following the law that is linking our propositions to the reality that 
we are describing and about which we are affirming that they are 
what we are saying about them when we are effectively saying them 
and when we are affirming their truth. Kant conceived this neces-
sary anticipation of reflexion enshrined in our use of proposition 
by naming this one as “a transcendental truth”, i. e. as a necessari-
ly presupposed truth. C. S. Peirce expressed it with his own terms: 
“every proposition affirms its own truth”. We must think our prop-
ositions as true in order to be able to objectivize the visual facts 
that are corresponding to them as well as to objectivize our physical 
actions and our consummatory actions or desires that are corre-
sponding to these ones. This is necessary in order to produce the 
only relation to reality that we can obtain, for example, the visual 
perception of the visual fact as the recognition of what allows this 
fact to exist. This is also necessary in order to perceive our physical 
action as a real one and as an objective one, i. e. to choose it as an 
action that has to become a reality. This recognitive use of our cre-
ative and objective judgment is as necessary for us as addressees 
of ourselves as the creative judgment is necessary to present the 
things to ourselves in order to be able to know them, i.e. to know 
what it is for them to exist by means of the predicate or by means 
of the terms for the relations that are binding different things. Our 
faculty of recognition is therefore the application of our listening 
faculty upon itself and is developing itself by the use of our recog-
nitive judgement.

Like we are seeing these things and their relationships and like 
we are seeing them by enjoying their existence and their modes of 
being, we are looking forward to let exist our relationships with the 
other human beings by establishing what we call our speech-acts 
or our dialog. The motivation to let these relations exist is therefore 
as well hedonistic as eudemonist: we want to let recognize by our 
dialogue partners that we enjoy these relations that we are bring-
ing about as well as we are enjoying mutually with these partners 
that they exist between us and that we are made together identified 
with these relationships. We owe our existence as an autonomous 
existence by let us being towards these relationships as creative, as 
enjoying and as recognitive. We simultaneously allow our partners 
to be the promise, the agreement, and so on. that we are expressing 
and we are letting them enjoy these speech acts by understanding 
them. The dialogic relationships are therefore obeying to the law 
of truth like our faculty of thinking is already explicitly recognized 
to be obeying to it. We have to recognize the reality of ourselves in 
these relationships in order to know what we are and that we are 
happy to recognize ourselves in these communications as well as 
in the real experiences that they are making possible. This dialogic 
life must be creative as well as enjoyable and recognitive. This com-
mon enjoyment is the source of our life and is characterising human 
life as human. But this enjoyment that we are feeling by using our 
words or our thoughts is only an ersatz of happiness because as a 
reflexive and regulative phenomenon, it is only the necessary er-
satz of our experiences of life. These experiences of enjoyment are 
nothing for us if they are not transferred themselves in our expe-

riences of real life and if they are not producing these real experi-
ences of ourselves and of our partners as phenomena of happiness 
as intense as the happiness that is accompanying our experiences 
of dialogue and of private or of common thought about them. This 
common experience of our human reality and of our common joy 
is therefore thereby becoming the measurement standards of the 
culture of our common humanity. 

The Civilisational Neutralisation of Our Faculty 
of Listening 

This experience that is characterizing all our experiences as well 
as the experience of our humanity itself has invented itself as the 
object of itself by creating an intellectual discipline: we are usually 
calling this discipline “philosophy”. But this experience is not only 
the privilege of this intellectual discipline, it is the innermost expe-
rience of the judgment that we are expressing in every thought, in 
every speech act and in every dialogue: it is always the listening of 
our listening that is here at its best, i. e. in its expressions and in its 
recognitive successes. But this is in no way as evident as I am writ-
ing it now. The discovery of this experience needs to happen and 
this happens only when we make us able to deduce the genealogy 
of thinking from the experience of uttering and listening sounds as 
well as from the experience of dialoguing with others.

Without the recognition of this experience by the anthropo-
biology, this experience was remaining what was impossible to 
do and to recognize as such since we were anticipating our social 
partner as an enemy. Our civilisational legend is teaching us this 
anticipation as a truth characterising our humanity and affirms 
that it is making necessary our civilisational process: it is affirm-
ing this since we think that we have to protect ourselves against 
him or her. This civilisational legend took its source in the religion 
of the souverain gods and was operating very efficiently since then 
in our socio-political institutions. This presupposed anticipation of 
our social partner as an enemy is constituting the institutional pre-
supposition of every relationship to him or to her. Its fatal result is 
that we are necessarily destructing our human link with our social 
partners when we think that this legend is true. We are destructing 
the anticipative movement of ensuring a common link of enjoyment 
with these partners by denying that this movement is animating the 
truth of what we are saying to them.

This institution is indeed denying the unique common human-
ity that can exist between human beings. But it is operating this 
destructive effect only if it is felt by all of us as a common truth and 
if it is recognized as the object of our common experience. It is not 
only destroying what we call “our social link”, it is destroying what 
is making this social link possible. It is therefore neutralising every 
common listening of what we are and of what we are conscious to 
have to do. This neutralisation of our common listening and of our 
common enjoying of our human life has therefore phylogenetically 
neutralized the experience of inventing philosophy itself and the 
recognitive experience of the fact that we are necessarily always 
philosophising in order to be able to live. By thinking that our body 
is the prison of our soul and that our soul, i. e. our mind, has to mas-
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ter our bodily desires and actions, Plato was “interiorising” into the 
relation to ourselves our presumed link to the others as enemies: 
our thought and our mind had to master the enemies of themselves 
that the human desires would be. This neutralisation was conceptu-
alised by the dualism between body and mind that was consistently 
adopted in the history of philosophy by philosophers that ignored 
that thinking is an activity that is made possible by a bodily activity: 
by the activity of listening itself that allows us to judge the reality 
of the realities of the world as well as the realities of our gratifying 
dialogic relationships with our human fellows.

By using this dualism between mind and body, philosophy in-
herited, the civilisational neutralisation of the mind till our century. 
As an intellectual discipline, it had to overcome this civilisational 
dualism by discovering the birth of thought as a product of our 
physical and mental listening to ourselves. It is the reason why the 
anthropobiological description of this birth and of the necessary 
activity of enjoyment that is accompanying it, is so important for 
the contemporary development of mankind. Because the listening 
to ourselves is conditioning and regulating our ability to live, it is 
making us able to see that this neutralisation is only a sickness af-
fecting our power of reflexion. It is making us able to recognize that 
its creative power and the effectivity of overcoming this neutralisa-
tion is nevertheless happening every day in order to overcome this 
deadly neutralisation of our listening to ourselves. The philosophy 
that we are already practicing not as professional philosophers, but 
as simple users of our thought and of our dialogues with others is 
overcoming the civilisationist error and mistake in everybody of us 
as soon as he or she must confront himself or herself to this neutral-
isation when this one is met as a constitutive and a dysfunctional 
use of our capacity of judging the truth of our relationships with 
the others.

This capacity of self-resilience of our listening faculty has giv-
en from itself an existence and a cultural visibility to what we are 
calling « arts » and to what we are calling our « cultural world »: in 
these worlds are collected and selected all the experiences of real 
common happinesses where we are living as our real successes of 
life. All artworks are trying to create and are pretending to pres-
ent to us the pure experience of what really exists as a human en-
joyment. It is usually not recognized as such because the cultural 
world is separated from our civilisational world as if this institu-
tional world would be the only world that is real and as if our cul-
tural would be only a world of compensatory happiness’s that are 
only phantasmated and not effectively as real for our lives that we 
think that they are. This artificial division and opposition between 
civilisation and culture is deadly as well as the categorisation of our 
world that it is affecting.

Academic and official philosophy usually grounded this divi-
sion on the fact that it discovered itself as a discipline affirming the 
importance of thought and dialogue in our existence and because it 
was presenting itself as an academic discipline that possessed the 
exceptional and disciplinary capacity of administrating the truth in 
our worlds and in our life’s. Because it discovered our capacity to 
listen to the world by means of our descriptive propositions, the 

Greek and the modern philosophy gave to our mind the ability to 
apply it to our social practices. The listening of ourselves was rec-
ognized as the ability to discern the truth of our imperatives like 
was recognized to this listening of ourselves its ability to affirma 
the truth of our perception of the world in the scientific proposi-
tions. It was transformed by Kant in the human ability to recognize 
what must be done by what he called our consciousness of « the 
categorical imperative »: the consciousness of having to do what 
we are conscious of having to realize and to realize it when we are 
motivated by the unique consciousness of having to realize it. It was 
what he called the characteristic of the humanity of the human be-
ing: it was associated in his Anthropology from a pragmatical point 
of view [5] with the ability of the human being to be able to produce 
oneself unconditionally, i. e. with its ability to be free and to deter-
mine the conditions of its human existence without any constraints.

This absolutisation and divinisation of our freewill was con-
ceived by him as the sensibilisation of our reason. The human rea-
son was sensibilised when we were deciding to do our actions by 
obeying only to our consciousness of the categorical imperative 
and to the civilisational institutions that are presanctified it in our 
consciousnesses. By contrast with this consciousness, our desires, 
i. e. all our motivations to live, were underestimated as pathological. 
Using the terms of the anthropobiology, our intraspecific instincts 
of nutrition, of sexual desire and of defence were catalogued as 
primary instincts that had to be mastered by our mind. To submit 
oneself to these desires was to condemn oneself to live a pathologi-
cal life where we would be alienated to our desires and addicted to 
their satisfaction.

But the experimental use of our propositions is unable of con-
firming the validity of this transfer of certainty from their descrip-
tive use to their prescriptive use: from the image of ourself as an ex-
perimentation of hypotheses, it is not valid to deduce logically any 
prescription or imperative whatever. To-day in our experimental 
and pragmatic world that is dominating us as users of our speech-
acts, this consciousness of our categorical imperative is therefore 
confirming itself to-day as necessarily void and invalid, i.e. and 
therefore as necessarily inexistent and inefficient. But in our civili-
sational horizon of thought, this consciousness seems nonetheless 
the only one thinking and expressing instance that is remaining 
today from our listening of ourselves. The only solution that is ac-
cessible to this consciousness is effectively to recognize itself as the 
consciousness that it is effectively, i. e. the consciousness of listen-
ing itself and inventing itself as a new way of life by finding a new 
way of rejoicing all of us in a common experience of this life. It has 
only to recognize the consciousness as what it is effectively: as the 
faculty of listening itself, i.e. as the capacity that we have to recalling 
ourselves into the anticipatory projections and motivations of our-
selves that our cultural past is giving to us in its archives or that our 
contemporary arts are inventing for us.

But this one seems also problematic and void. As Hegel stigma-
tized it, the artistic sensibilisation of reason that follows from the 
limitation of our knowledge to our sensible world, is forcing us to 
recognize that we are looking for a mode of life that is rejoicing us, 
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i. e. like the perceptive visual fact was rejoicing the baby in its visual 
use of the prosopopoeia. Even all the arts seem unable to let us re-
joicing ourselves by mobilising our judgment towards sensitive mo-
dalities of happiness in an objective way. Like Kant had to admit in 
his Critique of judgment [6], they seem to express only what could 
eventually rejoice us as an ersatz of life, i. e. as a pleasure that could 
be felt as such by all of us, although it could not be proved that it is 
presenting us a happiness that could be considered as an objective 
condition of our life. With his words, it cannot be a determinative 
judgment: it would be only a reflexive judgment that is generalising 
itself to all human beings as a pure effect of joy that has no real 
impact on our reality.

The only reality that could assume this consciousness in this 
perverted horizon, would be the reality to which the German Ro-
mantics identified us: the feeling of love. This feeling had to be con-
sidered by them as the only authoritative instance that could guide 
our life by regulating morally our relations to the others and to our-
selves. Like C. S. Peirce assumed it after them, they were creating a 
cultural instance: our agapeistic feeling, that was presumed to be 
the unique regulative instance of our internal listening of ourselves. 
Only this exclusively affective rousseauist voice of God in us could 
be considered as the unique regulative instance of our life. Dedicat-
ed as the last instance inhabiting in us, it was indeed recognized as 
an instance comparable as an absolute mental hypostasis endowed 
with the sense of our categorical sense of duty. It had therefore to 
be considered as the unique regulative instance of our practical rea-
son, as the unique instance that was really embodying our listening 
of ourselves and of the others. But we would be unable to explain 
the role of the last instance that we would give accordingly to our 
feeling as the only instance able to guide our life and to become its 
own condition of life as our unique condition of life. This instance 
would be nevertheless dependant of our effective capacity to be af-
fected by it and to recognize it as the only event of love that has to 
inspire our life. It had to be revered as the event that we are unable 
to produce by our own will and that cannot be predicted. It had to 
be as such as a fortuitous event in order to be able to work as such 
an instance. We cannot deny that it is sufficient that we are able to 
recognize us as a loving being in our thoughts and to reveal it to the 
person that we love, to let recognize it by the other person.

But one could be tempted, like Novalis was, to prove its reality 
and its performative power as constitutive of our humanity and to 
link this instance to the only intraspecific instinct that could give to 
this agapeistic feeling an energetic power by means of reducing it to 
its libidinal basis. Following Freud, in order to listen oneself in the 
horizon of the identificatory love of our psychanalyst, it would be 
enough to remember us, by developing our free mental association, 
the traumatic events that helped us in the past from realizing the 
satisfaction of our love in order to give them a new interpretation, 
i.e. the libidinal interpretation that could give us a real mental and 
disclosing pleasure. We could be thereby emancipated of their dis-
turbing and hysterical effects and of their dysfunctionality in our 
present life. This psychoanalytical renewal of the archaic chaman-
istic practices would give us the access to all the consummatory 
actions that we could desire and would let us to be: it would let us 

become as free as the pragmatic anthropology of Kant prescribed it 
to ourselves. To listen to us psychoanalytically could indeed let us 
forget the past traumatic events in a way similar to the archaic cha-
manistic experiences, but the problem is that it cannot happen so 
easily. In order to be able to do it, we must express these interpre-
tations with words and judgments by means of which we give them 
a reality, i. e. considering them as the reality of our reality and by 
means of which we are judging that they are or not our reality, i. e. 
the unique reality that is still enjoying us. In order to give them the 
energetic power of emancipating us from our hysteria or from our 
obsessions, we must therefore listen to them as if they could be the 
experiences that make us happy because we are able to recognize 
ourselves in them and to consider them as our objective conditions 
of life.

The Philosophical Self-Resilience of Our Dia-
logical Faculty of Listening 

But we must recognize that, in this case too, we are only using 
the self-resilience that our listening to ourselves is bringing about 
in every dialogue. The same remark would be true of the emanci-
pation that we are looking for towards our civilisationnist prescrip-
tions of behaviour. We would emancipate only ourselves from our 
libinal desires like we are already emancipating ourselves from the 
civilisationnal regulations expressed by our juridical laws (civil, civ-
ics and penal). We have not to reject them globally as if they would 
be all bad, we have to choose amongst them the laws that are al-
lowing us to enjoy the « common happiness » that is usually called 
« justice » or « common good » inside our civilisationnal world. In 
order to recognize their validity or the absence of validity, we have 
to judge whether they are presenting to us the modalities of actions 
by means of which we recognize what we are, what joy they are giv-
ing us to live and what joy we accept to be living. We have to listen 
to their effective enjoying power because we are able to hear them 
as already embodying the reality of our humanity.

These two experiences of emancipation are not preconceived 
by our dualism between mind and body, but they are only using 
the same creative and recognitive judgments inhabitating our use 
of language that we described at the beginning of this paper. It is 
happening as soon as we have to confront us to every situation of 
uncertainty to which we are confronted, i.e. at every time. But usu-
ally, outside of the juridical or libidinal environments, we use these 
two kinds of judgments as judgments that have to be as objective 
as scientific judgments must be: by means of them, we listen to 
what we are and to what we have to enjoy when we are effective-
ly what the knowledge, the action or the desire that we are think-
ing or saying, are saying that we are. Listening to oneself always 
involves identifying the thought, the speech act, or the dialogical 
expression through which we creatively attempt to define who we 
are and what we must do to find happiness in being who we are: we 
are thereby necessarily what we are discovering of ourselves by the 
use of these two sorts of judgments, of thought or of speech-acts 
expressed with our words.

The use of the recognitive judgment allows therefore us to 
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judge simultaneously whether our listening of ourselves obtained 
by the use of our creative judgment, is effectively allowing us to rec-
ognize that we are effectively what we are expressing about our-
selves. In a private thought, it is constitutively always a dialogue 
by which we look for a real happiness in the thought that we are 
thinking as well as in a real dialogue with a social partner, where 
we are looking too for a common happiness. Like we wrote it, it is 
this common happinesses that we are creating and projecting as an 
anticipation of our harmonisation with our dialogue partner: this 
anticipation is constitutive of our dialogical cognition. Much more 
this dialogical condition is constituting of our human condition and 
is determining the presumed radical and constitutive motivation to 
be what we are. This motivation is indeed determining the access to 
our capacity of making ourselves free, i. e. to be what we are when 
we are thinking or when we are saying what we say. The agreement 
that we are asking from our partner by the simple fact that we are 
talking to him or to her is animating our utterance as an anticipa-
tion of his or her recognitive judgment and is presupposing that we 
are recognizing its truth by our affirmation of it as a speech-act or 
as a dialogical affirmation. It is presupposing too that we affirm it 
as an anticipation of the existence of the production of a common 
happiness. 

This dialogical condition is constraining us to listen to us and to 
the others as well as to be what we obtain to know about us as the 
realities that we are bringing about. This faculty of listening oneself 
is our usual use of our faculty of philosophising ourselves without 
having to know necessarily that we are this faculty. The philosophy 
as an academic or intellectual discipline has to prove to us that we 
are this faculty of listening to us as well as to the others and that we 
have recognized to be concretely and singularly this faculty when 
we have learnt it from this discipline. Because we are ourselves, 
before this reception of this teaching, only by means of using and 
developing this faculty by the simple fact of dialoguing with others 
or by the simple fact of thinking, we have already the power that 
our human ears are giving us: the power to listen to ourselves and 
this power is already working, by means of its creative judgment as 
well as by means of in its recognitive judgment, in its objectivity as 
well as a rejoicing event. By using these judgments, we became able 
to assimilate ourselves and our dialogue partners to this objective 
power before the philosophical anthropobiology was able to reveal 
it to ourselves. Till then it was able to remain an unconscious but 
nonetheless efficacious power of talking and of reflexion that was 
able to cure itself by creating and evaluating the self-resilience that 
it was successfully obtaining [7].

Fichte affirmed in his book: The way towards the blessed life 
[8] that we have to know the Christian doctrine that is affirming 
us as loving children of God in order to become able to accede to 
this blessed life and to the happiness that we are driving for. But 
the philosophical anthropobiology is teaching us that we don’t have 
effectively to know this religious doctrine to be as happy as we wish 
to be. In order to accede to the blessed life that our dialogical use of 
language is already promising and effectively giving to us, we have 
only to progress towards the blessed life that we are affirming by 
means of our thoughts or by means of our words to ourselves and to 

our own partners that we are. We are this power of self-resilience 
as soon as we begin to talk with ourselves or with the others. The 
reason is very simple: we are doing this in every dialogue whatev-
er it could be private, intersubjective or public. We are making us 
thereby able to appropriate to ourselves this capacity of self-resil-
ience that our use of language is offering to us both as a reality and 
as a happiness, even when our dialogical strive towards the others 
or towards ourselves is not magically rewarded.

But this resilience that is usual, but that seems also extraor-
dinary, may also be intended and affirmed directly by our artistic 
listening of the world, of the others and of ourselves and by the 
utterances that are expressing its results. This use of language al-
lows us to overcome the dualism between body and mind that is 
so destructing for the cultural development of ourselves. This lis-
tening faculty that is characterising us, affirms itself and recognizes 
itself as itself in the arts: it is expressing itself there as the source 
of joy that it is giving to the other senses as well as the joy that is 
accompanying all our life experiences, included the experience of 
dialoguing. It does not simply consist to affirm itself as the source 
of the satisfaction of ours o-called primitive instincts although our 
consummatory epoch is often imposing this error to-day as a truth 
and although it is trying thereby to convince us that the arts are 
culturally dead or that they are bringing about products that have 
only an economic value. The artistic faculty of listening ourselves 
is always making itself resilient as soon as it is able to affirm itself 
by transmitting its own Joice to itself, i. e. by letting here itself as 
poetry, as pictures, as dramaturgy, as music, as architecture or as 
dances. Every time they are trying to let dialoguing our senses like 
we are dialoguing with our words with our social partners and with 
ourselves.

The contemporary discovery of the aesthetics of happiness in 
our use of language as the source of perceptions and of arts allows 
us to reinterpret anew the aesthetic judgment. This one can no 
more be reduced into an affective recognition of the beautiful that 
could be brought about without the help of a concept, as Kant and 
Heidegger thought it had to be. This reduction of the experience of 
an objective and an artistic happiness to the perception of its beau-
ty is only a visual and reductive ersatz of what the experience of 
cultural or artistic happiness is. The artistic creation of the figures 
of happiness is crowning the choice of our forms of life that we are 
bringing about when we are projecting our truth agreements and 
the enjoyments that we are feeling in them, into the happiness of 
life that we are looking for.

The artistic judgment that is guiding the creation of a work of art 
follows therefore the same dynamics as our use of language and is 
obeying to the same dialogical law. It must identify the cultural hap-
piness’s that are happening in our social and mental worlds and try 
to give an independent existence to these objective enjoyments by 
integrating thereby the best ways of living a human life by the uses 
of our five senses. To figure these happiness’s is to transform them 
into sensible realities that can be recognized as objective as such 
ones because they are indeed real and because we are presenting 
these happiness’s as real, and as much real as our perceptive world 



American Journal of Biomedical Science & Research

Am J Biomed Sci & Res                                     Copyright© Jacques Poulain

754

is. Their prosopopoeia nature of the self-listening of ourselves al-
lows to make the experience of enjoying oneself in the recognition 
of these happiness’s as our own truths because they manifest the 
modes of life that they are making us objectively happy. It is giving 
thereby an independent existence to the best life that we could live, 
but it is also acting in such a way that these happiness’s are objec-
tively recognized as such, i. e. that our cultures are able to recognize 
these forms of life as the best forms of human life that we are able 
to live now. If a culture is denying to itself the capacity to judge the 
objectivity of these forms of life, it is enclosing itself into this kind 
of autism that civilisationnism and neo- liberalism are imposing to-
day to our social relationships.

If we need always an experience of art, it is not because we are 
dying of our experience of truth and for the unique reason that the 
experience of art would be the only one that could let us experience 
our humanity. But it is on the contrary because our aesthetical ex-
perience of truth remains unbroken as a creative and recognitive 
power: it is because it is always affirming its power of enlarging the 
domain of realities and of gratifications open by our experiences 
of sharing truth, it is because these are always already presiding 
our capacity of rejoicing ourselves in the living experiences of an 
effective happiness that can be as well private as common [9,10].
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