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Artists and Scientists: 
Open and Hidden Connections

In this text I inquire into the existence of an essential 
connection between art and science. I believe that this 
connection can be found not between these two fi elds, 
different and self-consistent as they are, but among 
scholars motivated by a common desire: to detect a 
world beyond appearances, a world to be achieved 
by solitary effort. This opinion can be supported by 
testimonials from major authors in both fi elds and by 
the experience of our life. It seems unlikely that this 
opinion can be shared by those who have not had the 
scholar’s experience, or even by authors driven by dif-
ferent motivations [1].

It is a current commonplace to say that reproducible 
events require scientifi c treatment, while impressions 
and emotions suggest artistic imaginations. This view-
point ignores desires and considers scientifi c work to 
be objective knowledge and artistic work, subjective 
intuition. Instead, it is possible to detect this desire in 
the active life of certain major artists and scientists. Let 
us start by comparing the work processes of physicists 
and painters and proceed to a generalization.

If we look at a modern painter’s studio and a phys-
icist’s laboratory, we can easily detect several analo-
gies between the activities within each. Both authors 
perceive a limited whole of signs, such as colors or 
data, and fi nd correlations between the ratios of these 
signs, like a reader who tries to understand an obscure 
text by reading it several times and making expected 
conjectures. However, in a studio or a laboratory, both 
authors are able to change their signs by trying and 
trying again, searching for detectable correlations [2]. 
Aside from this activity, there is an emotional impact 
of the signs on the author that drives him or her 
toward a goal by focusing the attention on the mean-
ingful correlation. Then what is being looked for is 
recognized to have been already “there” [3], not as an 
increase in knowledge but as a feeling of its presence. 

This “there” seems to be a desired world. This experi-
ence is seldom a sudden fulguration and is often a 
progressive ripening. Of course this experience can 
easily be generalized to every search for unseen worlds 
in visible signs, such as in natural sciences and visual 
arts.

I believe that in this creative encounter in the work-
ing process, between a deep but vague desire of the 
author and a complexity of the potentially ordered 
material, is to be found the essential connection 
between artists and scientists, and other scholars as 
well. The life of every scholar is the story of these dif-
fi cult encounters. Every devoted author is in a state 
of attention toward that which he does not know in 
advance, but hopes to identify as an inward-bound 
unity, exhibiting even uniqueness [4]. Thus, this 
desire is the origin of growing knowledge, grounded 
on fragments but free from the temporality of expe-
rience, a ripe knowledge reached in the process of 
working. Of course this process must not be confused 
with that of expressing a piece of work in the appro-
priate language, where science and art clearly diverge.
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