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Any contemplative mind would have reacted to this statement – that the nature and existence of beauty is explicitly defined by its beholder – in an ambivalent way. The common awareness that beauty is the reaction of the human mind to something aesthetically pleasing, thought by many to be the obvious and only truth, is but one of the possible answers to the enigma of beauty. Truth is manifold, and so is beauty, whether or not we agree with Aristotle and with the generally prevalent belief of classical Greeks that these two qualities cannot truly be separated.
Now, concerning the aforementioned ambivalence, we may note, even without any deeper insight, that the overwhelming power beauty tends to have over the human soul seems to be more than just an overdose of simple aesthetic pleasure – often an artist regards this sensation as something way larger and more significant than his own being. In everyday life, we patiently analyze any pain or discomfort that we may come to experience, but easily settle for the simplest, such as the classical philosophical explanation whenever we feel joy.
The artist, however, is precisely the archetype of subjective thinking and emotional reacting – something that we hesitate to consider a granted or objective truth. How to properly research such a general and crucial phenomenon? We may turn to psychology, particularly to the great Carl Jung, who, through his theory of synchronicity, indicated that the ancient mystical maxim that “All is One” may be more than mere archaic superstition. In basis, the theory indicates that events happening to different and seemingly isolated people may be connected in an almost metaphysical manner, and that, in the same way, one may be able to predict or feel certain events without any use of reason or senses. His belief that all human beings are intertwined within a collective subconscious soul, in a way similar to how the minds of many insects operate, is just as controversial today as it was decades ago.
It need not be explained how difficult it is to believe and accept such an idea, especially since there is no tangible evidence other than the personal work of professor Jung, whom many trusted, but who rarely cared enough to open his work to public knowledge. Still, on purely philosophical ground, this theory, in whatever version we may comprehend it, definitely makes way for myriad interesting concepts. If we as a species share some form of awareness, it is pretty possible that this unit of thought possesses some other basic attributes that we would expect in an ordinary human mind. There is no reason why, in that case, the aesthetic feeling couldn’t be one of these attributes. As a matter of fact, it would present quite an interesting way to explain, pretty much, every artistic movement and style that had ever existed.
Now, to what degree can we properly picture a world where the sensation of beauty is a collective experience? Clearly, not nearly as well as we would have to in order to make definite conclusions, although we can make some basic assumptions. The phenomenon of synchronicity requires thoughts and emotional reactions of synchronized time and source to take place, whether these come from a single person or more of them. This way, we turn a situation, an act or an inanimate object into a fetish and give it a life of its own – the power to be sensed, and to reach into our minds without any rational explanation.
Should we choose to believe this, we will easily reach the obvious conclusion that the very idea of beauty is the ultimate object of fetishism. Does this living and thinking Beauty seek us out, and summon us under its sphere of influence? What if this is the key to understanding the ritual tools and sacred relics of ancient religions? These questions, first formed in psychology, carry more value than any of the possible particular answers.
	All this would mean, though, that the concept of beauty that exists independently from beings that would experience it is nothing more than a delusion, a subjective sensation concealing the complex truth. But there is more than one way to regard the question whether the manifestation of beauty truly depends on man’s discovery.
	There is a subtle difference in the meaning of Liu Zongyuan’s words depending on whether we understand them as a statement that challenges the very existence of unseen beauty, or the actual ability of the beautiful to manifest without man’s discovering it – these two meanings are conjoined, as manifestation is the basis of beauty, and the very way it connects to mankind.
We see that the author meant to say that the Orchid Pavilion would have remained unknown if it weren’t found, and that its discovery was in no way brought by a Beauty that yearns to be revealed and diverts attention towards itself as a causa sui natural phenomenon, just like the proton summons the electron into its vicinity. The fact that beauty is different for each individual and specific to a certain time, place and person clearly could be seen as beauty’s manifestation at its own accordance – the very moment when Wang Xizhi’s “clear river and slender bamboo” become more than just a body of water and some local flora. 
	A truly strange phenomenon, if we give it some thought, is the excitement felt by a man facing a beautiful landscape, which was formed solely through natural processes. We can easily link manmade art with the effects it produces – some profound effects that art has on a human soul are often caused by the meaning or particular message that the piece of art conveys. This is, of course, true in the broadest sense – sensitive people can find plenty of such meaning in the musical mastery of Vivaldi or Chopin, even though there are no words, symbols or concrete associations in these works. But what do we see in a natural formation that no man’s hand has ever touched, not including anything that we could name or define, or explain what we like and why we specifically like it, that which exists just for its own good? The majestic Lin Tang existed in complete harmony with nature – it was more of a way for the frightened, shy and respectful people to approach nature (which they depended on and thus all considered, in one way or another, divine) than anyone’s attempt of any change or improvement.
	Nature, often poetically described as cruel and relentless just as well as life-giving and merciful, is just as enigmatic as what we usually place at the opposing end of the spectrum – man himself, but neither of these would be as puzzling as  the relationship between the two entities. Perhaps the aspect of beauty in nature came into being through man’s constant dependence on it, or perhaps it appeared through something older and deeper, something that occurred during man’s own creation, and that resides in his principal nature. Also, we cannot exclude the possibility of other beings, animals, having the ability to be touched by the beautiful, as we understand them too little. 
Where the abstract idea of beauty seems like a mental tower made of cards, nature is tangible, omnipresent and unquestionably way too complex to be understood even in fragments. All this makes it easier for us to accept nature as an entity that may possess such a thing as independent beauty. We may make an analogy with the fact that the biological theory that the Earth itself may be functioning as a living being (Gaea’s Hypothesis) was  as a brave suggestion and intriguing possibility, unlike the doubted and questioned theory of synchronicity.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	There is truth to be found in the subjective portion of the mind, that we have barely begun to explore, and beauty is the principal key to this area, the lever we must pull to open the gates to the vast subconscious areas. An artist who feels small and meaningless when facing immense beauty, and who believes in the more literal meaning of the saying “Ars longa, vita brevis” – “Life is short, but art is forever” (given that nature itself is a work of art in its own right), and who claims that beauty summons man to its side, and manifests itself without his help, may be just as ridiculous as, perhaps, Pascal or the other numerous inventors were when they claimed that divine or other kind of emotional or irrational insight brought their priceless discoveries into existence.
