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Chapter 2 

II. Philosophical Quixotism of the Generation of ‘98 

 

The term “philosophical Quixotism” or a “philosophy of Quixotism,” derived from the works 

by Miguel de Unamuno, has been included into the history of philosophy, together with the 

attempts at defining salient features of the Generation of ‘98. It is difficult to find a synthetic 

monograph of this group’s accomplishments, be it strictly philosophical or literary, which 

would not deal with the matter of a Don Quixote “myth” or “symbol” as a hallmark and of 

specific way of thinking or attitudes of such intellectuals as Miguel de Unamuno, Ángel 

Ganivet, Azorín (José Martínez Ruiz), Ramiro de Maeztu or, at times, Pío Baroja. At the same 

time, the phenomenon of Quixotism transcends the borders of the Generation of ‘98 and 

creates an opportunity for a dialogue with the members of the group and their contemporary 

thinkers or their continuators (including the critical ones), as clearly evidenced by the 

deliberations of Santiago Ramón y Cajal, José Ortega y Gasset, Salvador de Madariaga, 

Américo Castro, and Julian Marías. To date, the attempts at understanding the role of 

Quixotism in the Generation of ‘98 thought and in Spanish philosophy overall concentrated 

mainly on the so-called problem of Spain, i.e. national, political and social issues, connected 

with a pessimistic evaluation of the condition of the Spanish state on the turn of the 19th 

century and with the endeavors to construct a new national ideal along with subjecting its 

realization to the reform plans. From the perspective of literary studies, a detailed 

reconstruction of the interpretation of Don Quixote assigned by the Generation of ‘98 or its 

followers was proposed. However, this interpretation was not presented as an essential aspect 

of the philosophical thought of individual creators, but it was rather included as a certain 

autonomous whole into the historical reception of Cervantes’ novel. Hence, a portrait of the 

true ‘98 Generation of Quixotism, as presented in the up to date research, may be perceived as 

incomplete or fragmentary, since that phenomenon, with a few exceptions, has been examined 

within two basic fields: one delineated by political and social issues and the other by literary 

study analyses. Relevant literature, however, lacks analyses which would attempt to grasp and 
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explain Quixotism as a vital element of philosophical foundations: aesthetical, metaphysical 

and epistemological of the representatives of the Generation of ‘98. In other words, still 

missing and requiring effort is the principle of applying the interpretation of the literary work 

to solving the “problem of Spain,” which is a matter outside of literature. In my mind, it could 

be possible only when Quixotism becomes recognized as a symptom of overall philosophical 

attitude, because only then it would be possible to sketch a transition from a philosophical 

interpretation of Don Quixote to a quixotic national ideal. The basis of such a transition is 

recognizing Cervantes’ novel if not as a strictly philosophical work then at least as an 

expression of national philosophy, thus defining national identity. This way, Don Quixote 

becomes a certain paradigmatic example not only of a Spaniard but also a human being in 

general, and then the relationships he engages with, the material reality surrounding him as 

well as with other individuals and the world of his own dreams become recognized as a 

reflection of real situations or their theoretical model. In this manner, deliberations regarding 

a fictitious character may assume the form of philosophical research pronouncing verdicts not 

only about a purely literary sphere but a general human condition. The foundations of such an 

approach were laid by the representatives of the Generation of ‘98 through engaging in and 

finding particular solutions in the dispute between idealism and realism. The emphasis placed 

by them on this particular issue is connected with the traditional reading of Don Quixote as 

the work portraying struggles of an idealist with the unfriendly material world represented by 

Sancho Panza, the pragmatic squire of the knight-errant. Selecting Cervantes’ characters for 

exponents of the spirit of the Spanish nation must have then resulted in addressing this sort of 

issues which eventually, due to changes appearing in European philosophy, were moved to 

the level of subject philosophy. Hence, deliberations undertaken by the representatives of the 

Generation of ‘98 regarding the subject and its relationship with the transcendental reality, 

including cognitive relationships, are an element mediating between a reconstruction of the 

philosophical message of Don Quixote as a literary work and the application of results of this 

research to a particular task of the “problem of Spain.” As it were, it becomes a final link in 

the chain of reasoning regarding the character of Don Quixote, which is present in writings of 

individual authors connected with this informal group.  

[...] 

 

3. Don Quixote as a tool for self-definition 
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In Azorín’s attempt at defining the specificity of the group to which he belonged, and 

imparting it with a sense of cohesion, two issues appear to be of particular importance. Firstly, 

strictly speaking, the Generation of ‘98 was not a literary group or an artistic one, but in its 

activities and the created self-image its representatives assumed the position of intellectuals. 

Secondly, in creating that image a significant role played the fact that the thinkers identified 

themselves with Don Quixote or recognized their activities as analogous to the deeds by the 

main character of the novel by Cervantes. The above is also related to the third issue of which 

Mieczysław Jagłowski writes the following:  

Its [the Generation of ‘98] representatives were the first intellectuals in Spanish history who, having 
turned away from the values of a traditional society as well as norms and principles of the bourgeoisie 
from which they hailed, found themselves as if freed from any social entanglements, which allowed 
them to examine the whole society from the outside, and created the conditions of theoretical objectivity 
for their analyses.1  

The above-mentioned issues allow examining the discursive strategy which enabled the 

representatives of the Generation of ‘98 to situate themselves in a special position of 

intellectuals “outside of social entanglements.” It is this position that allowed them to criticize 

all phenomena present in every human activity and the character of Don Quixote served them 

as an “intra-historic” medium, justifying both their special position and the criticism curbed 

by nothing. 

When analyzing the processes in the artistic and intellectual sphere in France towards 

the end of the 19th century, Pierre Bourdieu formulated certain ideas regarding the figure of 

the contemporary intellectual which might be well applied on the basis of analogy to describe 

the approach of the representatives of the Generation of ‘98 in Spain. Bourdieu, making room 

for deliberations regarding modernism, in his synthetic version of the field of cultural 

production, defined this field as follows:  

A field of possibilities which establishes direction [...] for a search, defining the universe of problems, 
invocations, and intellectual points of reference [...], and several other -isms, in a word – the whole 
system of coordinates which must be taken into account – which is not synonymous with fully realizing 

it – in order to participate in the game.2  

                                                           
1 M. Jagłowski, Wprowadzenie, in: Między Złotym a Srebrnym Wiekiem kultury hiszpańskiej [Introduction, in: 
Between the Golden and Silver Ages of Spanish Culture], ed. M. Jagłowski, D. Sepczyńskaj, A. Frankowiak, 
Olsztyn 2008, p. 39.  

2 P. Bourdieu, Teoria obiektów kulturowych [Theory of Cultural Objects], trans. A. Zawadzki, in: Odkrywanie 
modernizmu. Przekłady i komentarze [Discovering Modernism: Translations and Commentaries], ed. and 
introduction by R. Nycz, Kraków 2004, p. 259.  
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Such a field then, being transcendental towards the subjects participating in it and creating it, 

simultaneously delineates the field of objectivity which the creator, if wishing to come into 

being in any field, must take into consideration, the more so as his, be it a manifesto, novel, 

essay or painting, is nothing else but an act of taking a place in the field. Hence Bourdieu will 

say that in reality the field is “is a space of objective relationships between the positions,”3 

and comprehending any artistic, philosophical or scholarly approach becomes possible only 

when the network of these relationships is reconstructed. In other words, the act of an artistic 

or philosophical expression can only occur within the field of play and only with the 

acceptance, even involuntary, of its rules because it is the game that provides the necessary 

means for articulation. As for the field itself, one can employ two basic strategies: either to 

attempt to preserve it in an unchanged form or try to transform it in order to increase one’s 

own possibilities. This struggle, where expression and simultaneously a tool are works, 

decides about the dynamic nature of the field of literature, philosophy, etc., being a struggle 

between “dominating individuals and contenders4”; a strategy of the author is a resultant of 

his objective position in the inherited field and a subjective assessment of possibilities to act 

within the objective plane conditioned by the habitus.  

Against this background, Bourdieu in the following way characterizes the literary 

fields which emerged in France at the end of the 19th century and exist to this day: “The 

opposition of art and money, which structures the field of authority, is reproduced within the 

ranks of the literary field as an opposition between ‘pure’ art, symbolically dominating but 

subjected economically, [...] and commercial art.”5 Such an emergence of an autonomous 

literary field, which is crowned by the figure of an intellectual independent from the laws of 

economy, hence selfless, decides in Bourdieu’s opinion about the specificity of modernism, 

while the struggle between “the young ones” and “the old ones” – the latter occupying 

currently a dominating position in the field – is a struggle to increase own possibilities within 

the field of cultural production, and conducted in accordance with the rules provided by the 

very field. “The young ones” in the game are defined by Bourdieu as “contenders,” and it is in 

their interest not to preserve the structure of the field as they occupy in it only the subordinate 

position, but to create such a position which would allow them to gain a dominating place by 

utilizing the categories elaborated by the “old ones.” In this interchange of literary 

generations, based on continuous struggle, the basic rule is to “distinguish yourself,” while 

                                                           
3 Ibid., p. 267. 
4 Ibid., p. 270. 
5 Ibid., p. 272. 
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creating, naming and characterizing the group to which one belongs are rather of a 

performative and not descriptive nature:  

To become distinguished invariably means to call to being a new position beyond those already 
established, ahead of them, in the vanguard, and by introducing the change, to create time. [...] Words, 
names of schools or groups, proper names are only important when they create things. The 
distinguishing signs come into existence in the world where being means to be different; “make a name 
for yourself,” either personally or in terms of a group.6  

The example of Azorín, who was the first to attempt to define the Generation of ‘98 and at the 

same time his own position, occurred in 1910 in response to the charges by José Ortega y 

Gasset representing “the young” in opposition to “the old” position of the Generation of ‘98, 

is quite symptomatic. It was the situation of taking over and the necessity of defense; in that 

particular case, when defending his own dominating position in the field of cultural 

production, Azorín decided to impart the group a cohesion through differentiating it from 

other participants in the game, which was in essence like calling into being a “new” existence 

that still guaranteed the already acquired status to its members. The particular instrument 

employed by Azorín to parry the attack of the “contenders,” was transferring the dispute 

between the young and the old to a relative, phenomenal plane and recalling the already 

mentioned category of “the previous” or the beyond time, as a main point of reference in the 

raging battle to allow for an objective assessment of the competing groups. A battle of 

generations, as admitted by Azorín in one of his later texts, is inscribed into the history of 

humankind in its worldly, earthly dimension: 

Youth? Old age? Ritonello of this huge problem is eternal. Generations, and especially literary 
ones, will never be able to free themselves from this tormenting problem. This anguish is sometimes, if 
not often, accompanied by hostility of the young towards the old, together with worry, exasperation, and 
the most disgraceful sin haunting the mortals, namely the envy. If there were no envy among people, 
they would live as if in paradise. It is invariably the envy that fuels every political revolution, and it is 
the envy that drives the young against the old.7  

The life outside of paradise, time-affected and phenomenal, is a continual revolution in which 

the consecutive generations fight each other, defending their own rights as if they were 

objective. In reality, the essence of the dispute is the envy itself, which assumes the shape of 

various political, literary or philosophical formulas, thus appearing to be seemingly an 

objective reference. The arguments of “”the old” and “the young” are relative as they serve 

only as an instrument to gain or maintain cultural dominance, and it is that very function 

                                                           
6 P. Bourdieu, Reguły sztuki. Geneza i struktura pola literackiego [The Rules of Art: Genesis and Structure of the 
Literary Field], trans. A. Zawadzki, Kraków 2001, p. 244. 
7 Azorín, En los Campos Elíseos, in: idem, Con Cervantes, ed. 2, Madrid 1957, p. 116. 
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which is the true point of contention. It is exactly in the category of “the old” that Azorín 

bases his own, and at the same time the claim of the whole Generation of ‘98 to transgress the 

plane of what is conditioned and thus relative, simultaneously granting himself a right to 

assess the validity of “the young ones’” mutiny against his generation, or as Bourdieu put it – 

the right of “consecration.” 

As writes Bourdieu, what decides about specificity of a position of intellectual, 

however, is the fact that his right of evaluation surpasses the field of the autonomous cultural 

production and involves also the phenomena outside of purely intellectual activity; he or she 

engages in political and social disputes on the strength of position gained through his 

autonomy:  

An intellectual as a separate social figure is born when he intervenes in the political field in the 
name of the autonomy of specific values of the field of cultural production which has reached a high 
level of autonomy towards authority. [...] An intellectual does not cross the boundaries of his own field 
of activity but calls upon its distinguishing features such as freedom, selflessness, and justice which do 
not allow him to renounce his authority in exchange for material profits or temporary power worthless 
to him.8  

In the case of representatives of the Generation of ‘98, a shift from purely literary positions to 

politically and socially engaged writing became their distinguishing feature. It decided about 

their “specificity” to such a degree that the critics, as shown above, permanently linked the 

group with socio-political issues, called in short the “problem of Spain.” That distinctive 

character of the much engaged manifestos of the “Three” group was accurately captured by 

José Luis Calvo Carillo who writes in his excellent study that they exploited the moment of 

“Disaster” and the intensified trends of national revival connected with it towards only one 

end: self-promotion. Even though he seems to suggest that it was only that particular group of 

thinkers which participated in the battle unbecoming of true intellectuals, the accusation, 

posed against the Generation of ‘98, of a “cynical” abandonment of the bohemia with which 

they had cooperated earlier when it seemed beneficial from the perspective of their own 

interests,9 discloses the strategic character of their activities focusing on the attempts of 

gaining, from their point of view, the optimal position in the literary field. The retreat from 

the bohemia, i.e. an enclave of pure “art for art’s sake” closed to the rest of the world, 

together with emphasizing their own autonomy against the economic dimension, allowed the 

Generation of ‘98 to generate such a position which in spite of their real entanglements in the 

world of social relations would let them construct a privileged, extra-social and extra-

                                                           
8 P. Bourdieu, Reguły sztuki [Rules of Art], p. 202. 
9 See J. L. Calvo Carilla, op. cit., pp. 167‒173.  
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temporal point of view. The modern Spanish intellectual, in his most general and not fully 

crystalized form, is described by Stephen G. H. Roberts as follows: 

It [the figure of an intellectual] would involve a writer from lower middle class, opposed both 
to the political system and bourgeois values of own country, eagerly using the press to establish own 
social position and present a radical criticism of collective and national life, which in his mature years 
will become much individualistic, subjective and aestheticizing.10  

As emphasized by Roberts and Calvo Carillo, significant socio-economic conditions – and for 

the representatives of the Generation of ‘98, these would include petty bourgeoisie 

background, provincial upbringing, high education leading to occupational aspirations whose 

fulfillment within the existing bourgeoisie value system would be extremely difficult if not 

outright impossible – at least partially decided about the strategy of the discourse employed 

by the group members. Although it would be too far-fetched to speak of a direct, simple 

correlation between then current social processes, status of the representatives of the 

Generation of ‘98 and their literary and philosophical choices, nevertheless, their 

entanglement in the objective relationships both in the sphere of politics and economy, as well 

as in the literary field appears to be unquestionable. In their attempts at self-definition – 

analogous to the gesture made by Azorín – they would be taking the position of an objective 

observer describing the state of the field of cultural production from a specially distinguished 

point of view allegedly guaranteed by the sphere of what was to be eternal, essential and 

unconditional, which was easily found in what never grew “old,” i.e. the classics. Hence 

turning to the classic work of Spanish literature embodied in Cervantes’ Don Quixote may be 

foremost perceived as an attempt at securing a dominating position in the field of intellectual 

activities through identification with the main character or a circle of his “true” followers, and 

in that peculiar way intercepting the attributes of the classic’s power.  

The basic dividing line in the cultural field has already been provided by Azorín: the 

Generation of ‘98 is a group whose distinguishing features are selflessness and idealism, 

while the striving for dominance “young ones” instead of honoring idealism subject 

themselves to “the lowest and brutal eroticism,” and their works are devoid of “sense of 

aesthetics and love for art.”11 It is in the sphere of pure art, independent from the material 

factors of the economic or sensory sense, that the Generation of ‘98 operates, regardless 

whether their concepts are bordering the skepticism of Baroch or regenerationism of the early 

Maeztu. “Selflessness” in this case would mean untranslatability of the work and values 

                                                           
10 S. G. H. Roberts, Miguel de Unamuno o la creación del intelectual español moderno, Salamanca 2007, p. 26. 
11 Azorín, Dos generaciones, p. 51. 
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realized by it into any sort of material profit, and their pricelessness understood as 

invulnerability to passing and relative assessments done through the perspective of market 

economy or sensuality closely related to it; consequently, “idealism” would be not a 

philosophical doctrine but a synonym of that independence which finds its source in 

subjecting all creative work to a select idea.  

In this context, the attitude of Maeztu is particularly symptomatic since in the early 

stages of his creativity he perceived Don Quixote as a decadent work and the romantic 

Quixotism of the Spanish politicians as one of the basic sources of the country’s decline. 

However, in his article written on the occasion of the upcoming 300th anniversary of the 

publication of the novel, he did not hesitate to link his attitude with that decadent work. The 

diagnosis of the social situation proposed in his first book as regards young intellectuals 

appears to be characteristic of the Generation of ‘98. On his generation, disenchanted with the 

impossibility of realization of the dream career for which the whole educational system had 

prepared it, Maeztu writes: “The finished youth, irretrievably lost!” However, immediately 

after that, he adds noting the distance which separates him from his contemporaries: “Owing 

to the fact that in my journeys through life I learnt to look at facts directly so that their image 

did not become blurred in bookish notions; I have managed to equip my thoughts with some 

level of originality and energy!”12 Finding the sources of his objectivity in his own intellectual 

independence from the educational system and more accurately in his ability to free himself 

from bookish knowledge and schematic depictions of reality drummed by the educational 

process, Maeztu builds his own image of a rebellious thinker who takes a stand against both 

the current establishments and the bohemia. Actually, he perceives the latter as a second pole 

of the same dominating social structure in which a petrified educational system does not meet 

the needs of a labor market and produces a surplus of the youth trained to work in the 

administrative, medical and cultural sectors while there exists a glaring lack of specialists in 

engineering. Those “lost youngsters” feed the ranks of coffee-shop debaters of artistic life-

style who still think along the lines of the set and institutionally promoted schemes, and 

therefore are unable to take an independent stand and chart their own path of development. In 

other words, they are artists negating the social order just because they have not found a way 

or had an opportunity to occupy socially prestigious positions. A positive role model proposed 

by Maeztu is a “pure writer” as presented in Ante las fiestas del Quijote and exemplified by 

Mariano de Cávia:  

                                                           
12 R. de Maeztu, Nuestra educación, in: idem, Hacia otra España, Madrid 1967, pp. 33-34. 
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He was not a deputy or an official; he rejected a place in the Academy; with his pen, he 
defended all just matters he could possibly defend in journals on the subject of the divine and human; he 
possibly erred a lot, but he never said anything which would serve degenerated goals; when writing for 
the public, he often sacrifices his own inherent vanity in order to focus on collective ideals and 
interests.13 

Although Maeztu emphasizes the distance separating him from Cávia, still from the position 

of a selfless thinker working to the good of the community and devoted to searching ideas 

capable of stimulating national life, he finds a common ground linking the two of them. It is at 

this juncture that Don Quixote is introduced, providing a formula for their own life as well as 

some consolation towards the evening of it. Both reject social position in the name of truth 

and justice; both oppose political elites for the good of the nation, and both experience 

tiredness and frequently register defeat. Don Quixote, written at the time of Spain’s decline, is 

above all a comforting and cathartic work as  it allows one to live through own failures in an 

imaginary way and in that way to become free of them. The “decadent” novel by Cervantes, 

ridiculing all the great deeds by Spain through the deeds of Don Quixote, proves to be a 

nearly ideally modeled farmakon, because even if it cannot provide guidelines for action to 

the contemporary Spain, which needs a stimulus for a new journey, it gives the decadents 

such as Maeztu and Cávia if not hope then at least consolation in the bitterness of life. “Let us 

save Don Quixote for our internal high days [...]. Let us save the poison for ourselves, and let 

us give an antidote to the future Spain.”14 Maeztu, just like Don Quixote, belongs to the 

decadent period in Spanish history and owing to this spiritual participation in the aura of the 

epoch, which should be put to rest in the past, he can find a way for its crossing; being able to 

diagnose the disease, he can prescribe a remedy. Maeztu takes here a stand against both the 

literary scholars recognized by the Academy as well as the symbolic readings of the novel by 

not acknowledging its alleged philosophical or religious charge, and yet still uses it to 

emphasize his own independent position of a selfless intellectual devoted to the common 

national agenda.  

It was Unamuno, however, whose polemic texts served many a time to denote his 

especial position against the background of squabbles raging among various literary factions, 

who supplied a detailed analysis of the sphere of intellectual activities against the background 

of the processes taking place in the society as a whole. Of particular importance in this 

context there seem to be two essays: La dignidad humana (1896) and La ideocracia (1900), in 

                                                           
13 Idem, Ante las fiestas del Quijote, “Alma Española”, 13 de diciembre de 1903, 
http://www.filosofia.org/hem/190/alm/ae0602.htm (Web. 4 May, 2008). 
14 Ibid. 
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which Unamuno directly undertakes an attempt to reconstruct the phenomena appearing in the 

field of artistic creativity, blaming mercantilization for a spiritual impoverishment of art. The 

crux of the first essay by Unamuno is the relation between an economic process and 

intellectual activity, and he establishes a cause-effect relationship by recognizing the primacy 

of a convertible value over a functional one which leads to disintegration of culture, including 

degradation of pure art. The basis of such a relationship between the economic system and the 

literary world was the acknowledgement that the field of culture is not autonomous in terms 

of its existence, and the necessary condition for its emergence and full bloom is establishing 

the appropriate material base which allows for the coming into being of aesthetic and 

intellectual needs, and their fulfillment. The point is not to isolate the sphere of pure art 

entirely from the social and economic processes, as it is impossible since then it would be 

separated from its own roots and the source of its own vitality embodied by human needs, 

through the fulfillment of which, the consecutive growth and diversification, and further 

satisfaction ad infinitum - a life of an individual develops. The point is whether cultural 

values are autonomous, derived from the field of culture, or if they are borrowed from 

another, essentially foreign sphere. According to Unamuno, neither art nor economic system 

is autotelic:  

The only thing which has a purpose and is not apart from itself, the only truly autotelic thing is 
life whose goal is the biggest, most intensive and as much as possible the fullest life itself. Life is 
consumption and creation in equal measure. The most beneficial result of improving the fate of the 
workers’ class and its education is that in such a manner its needs grow and grows the consumption, so 
it no longer is satisfied with the rate per day [...]. To popularize them [art and science] means to heal 
them and to bring the growth of art’s and science’s consumption of the first need, and that healthy art 
and science become products of the first order. Simultaneously, it will translate into decreasing of 
harmful production of various scientific and artistic oddities of those who are engaged in it and who are 
led by the urge to make themselves different at all cost.15  

It is the category of “life,” superior to all social substructures, that allows Unamuno assume a 

seemingly indeterminate position through the perspective of which he is able to assess 

changes occurring in the field of literature, being at the same time one of the co-creators of 

that field. In other words, this position guarantees a cognitive distance and because of that the 

objectivity of the thinker’s verdicts. Simultaneously, it is in the field of culture generally that 

the realization and framing of this principle is possible, hence the sphere of broadly 

understood intellectual activity will be called upon to formulate general principles of social 

life, remaining independent of the economic order to the assessment of which it is also 

                                                           
15 M. de Unamuno, La dignidad humana, in: idem, Ensayos, Vol. 1, prólogo y notas de B. G. de Candamo, 
Madrid 1970, p. 283.  
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entitled. The link between life, understood as what is autotelic and delineating the basic 

platform of reference for every valorization, and the intellectual entitled to expressing it, 

taking a stand on its behalf and enlarging it in a continuous effort of creative work, decides 

about the exclusion of that intellectual from the class struggle and that of literary groups or 

any others, which would render his position lose the status of objectivity and would be thus 

based on a negative difference rather than the positive “ideal.” 

“Being different” (diferenciarse), as evoked by Unamuno, became a basic principle of 

social life and consequently of intellectual creativity through application of economic notions 

to other spheres of human activity. The primacy of the convertible value over the functional 

one makes the value of a given product to be decided by the demand-supply principle in 

which the “absolute zero on the scale,” as put by Unamuno, will be the state in which moving 

the product proves impossible. Although the supply-demand relationship as an internal law of 

the economic system for product circulation appears to be acceptable, the moment it starts 

regulating human relationships, i.e. when human work becomes a convertible currency on the 

market, then the economic order invades what is specifically “human,” objectifying the  

interpersonal relations and in effect ultimately transforming a man into a product. In reality, 

what is specifically human cannot be measured because quantitative principles do not apply 

here. It is all about qualitative values as being human means having inalienable dignity which 

for human species levels differences in intelligence and material possessions. Ultimately, 

according to Unamuno, “human will and energy are immeasurable powers. Human work does 

not have any other measure but the value of the work of art being realized, while the work of 

art itself can rarely be measured.”16 From this perspective, the convertible value of the 

product itself, which manifests itself only in the sphere of exchange and constitutes the 

measure of human work spent on its production, turns out to be an artificial figment distorting 

the very nature of human reality and a fake value as such. Economic laws applied to the 

entirety of social life make distinguishing oneself a basic principle of social dynamics in an 

attempt at gaining convertible value within separate spheres of life in the market of labor or 

literature: 

It is not sufficient to be a man, a full and complete human being; it is necessary to distinguish 
oneself [distinguirse], and one needs to move from zero on the scale as high as possible, in any possible 
way, in order to gain the social convertible value. In this cruel fight to reach the heights, regardless of 
the manner and whom we trample on the way, it is not the love for those heights that propels us but a 

                                                           
16 Ibid, p. 278. 
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fear of the chasm: this frightening vision of the world of degradation and deprivation. When trembling 
of fear of hell, one does not aspire to glory, and poverty is the modern hell.17  

In other words, whoever does not manage to secure convertible value, becomes ostracized and 

pushed onto the “margins” of society, thus becoming stripped of human attributes which 

today are so connected with participation in the process of exchange. By analogy, that who 

does not distinguish himself in the field of literature significantly enough in order to secure a 

market for his product ceases to exist in the economic and literary sense. Unamuno states: 

Amongst writers, just like amongst industrialists, it often happens that they do not see 

anything other in man than a producer in the economic sense. They do not see a human being: 

this many novels and that many dramas a year.”18 Representatives of the bohemia praising 

“art for art’s sake” and the artistic lifestyle near in Unamuno’s eyes the status of false 

prophets because they advocate the slogans of fighting for the autonomy of the artistic sphere, 

while in reality they are subjected to the economic system. Moreover, their activities are of a 

negative character as they lead to the deepening of diversification which is not accompanied 

by any uniting, qualitative, hence positive factor. The much surprising demand voiced by 

Unamuno in the epilogue to Love and Pedagogy advocating pursuit of the blossoming of 

“artistic industry” becomes fully comprehensible when viewed in the context of the seeming 

independence of pure art from the economic sphere: “Once the poet understands that he has 

no other way out but to produce sonnets, just like baskets or shoes are made by his friend. 

Then, and only then, all would be able to work together for the sake of the universal 

emancipation and to elevate every single kind of engagement to the level of art.”19 The 

illusion of a pure artist, as created by the economic mechanism, can be transcended in the 

manner of Nietzsche’s art as “an appearance of an appearance” turning into truth itself, when 

economically entangled art will change itself into its seeming opposite, that is into an 

industry, while a comprehension of mechanisms of artistic creativity will produce a cognitive 

distance necessary for an intellectual separation from the exchange market. Thus, 

simultaneously, art will be returned to the life as industrialization of art and tearing it away 

from the enclosed sphere of what is purely artistic, or eradicating a fundamental difference 

between art and other fields of human activity is indeed what makes life art. Unamuno, 

departing from the understanding of art in the categories of technique or style and postulating 

a close connection between artistic output and forms of everyday life, ultimately blurs the 

                                                           
17 Ibid, p. 279. 
18 Ibid., p. 280. 
19 M. de Unamuno M., Miłość i pedagogika [Love and Pedagogy], translated by Z. Szleyen, afterword by A. 
Komorowski, Kraków 1975, p. 170. 
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borders between art and life. Even though their perfect unification is never fully reached, 

nevertheless, a dimension is established in which art ceases being only an empty play on 

words or images, but becomes reality itself. The criterion which allows differentiating life-art 

from a superficial one is a personal character of the deed which in turn leads directly to the 

issue of human dignity. As a result, disclosing the economic relationship of every single deed, 

even that which seemed to belong to the complete separate sphere of pure art, even though it 

will not change the level of real dependency of the human life on the economic process, at 

least will allow to perceive the falsity or rather the incompatibility of the current categories of 

description and evaluation employed towards a human being, and thus make them relative and 

susceptible to change - even if the change should never occur – and external in terms of an 

individual being. 

The bohemia, situated on one pole of the art subjected to market mechanisms, is not 

the only group in opposition to which Unamuno builds his own position. The opposite pole in 

this structure is occupied by those specially privileged: erudite persons, representatives of the 

Royal Academy, and professionals anointed by the binding bourgeois educational system and 

equipped with power themselves to decide about what is acceptable and worthy in the field of 

literature. Unamuno’s criticism of representatives of official art and science stems also from 

their connection to the economic system, consequently alleging their self-interest. When 

undertaking any intellectual work and pursuing their own interests, then judgments issued by 

them are naturally devoid of objectivity and become a weapon in the struggle to gain or 

maintain power. Unamuno presents this theme in his essay titled La ideocracia, thus 

complementing his earlier reflections. The title ideocracy is a “tyranny of ideas” whose direct 

indication is “ideophobia or in the name of some ideas the persecution of other ideas, the 

latter similarly venerable or equally unworthy as the former.”20 In this case again, Unamuno 

employs the metaphor derived from the economic order: the ideas dealt by professionals-

ideocrats on the goods market are banknote ideas (idea-papel) which stand in opposition to 

gold ideas which have real value because they had been dug out by men from the earth. Their 

value constitutes the value of work, effort and will, put in their production by people, and 

those values are not measurable, hence introducing them into the circulation will be invariably 

accompanied by the danger of assigning them a false value or, what is even more probable, 

with depraving them of their real value. The gold idea, equated with “cognition of concrete 

                                                           
20 Idem, La ideocracia, in: idem, Ensayos, Vol. 1, p. 249. 
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and living facts,” 21 is then always my own idea, because I as its creator equip it with 

irreducible value which I need not additionally substantiate in any way. On the other hand, 

banknote ideas require confirmation in the form of a signature which is worth something only 

if the person submitting it guarantees it with the assets. In this case, this is the symbolic 

capital guaranteed by the official institutions. Such ideas are not supported by any real effort 

or cognition of concrete facts; as abstract notions, they are devoid of the vital content which 

ideas gain only through their embodiment, i.e. carrying out a material content. They only 

serve the fight within the literary field and once they assure a dominating role of their 

proponents, they assume power over them. The relation of a mutual confirmation links 

together the professional, notion and institution, and the economic interest provides the base 

for this bond. 

According to Unamuno, a dominating position in the field of literature is decided by 

the skill of subjecting oneself to the ideas recognized by the institutions as worthy of respect 

and thus turned into a dogma. Should an artist aspire to be successful in those fields, he must 

win the appreciation of professionals. In order for that to happen, his work ought to fit the 

institutionally accepted pattern and bear some original features to distinguish the author’s 

name, but not be so dramatically different as to create a heresy. Such an understanding of 

success translates into social acclaim which in turn ensures the sales of the work, and that is 

the ultimate goal of the author. It is the fear of poverty which drives his creativity, together 

with the necessity of acquiring the symbolic exchangeable value, which determines his 

creative choices. Hence the “traders of ideas,” as Unamuno calls the professionals, do not 

have any ideas other than those ideas, which in essence are only quasi-ideas or abstract 

notions that keep them in captivity. In this manner self-seeking translates into lack of values 

which the Generation of ‘98 will oppose with its own selflessness and idealism. As Unamuno 

writes, to have ideas means to live them: 

What is important is to think.  No matter what is going on, with the help of these ideas or some 
others, the outcome is going to be the same: To think! To think! To think with one’s whole body and its 
senses, and its entrails, blood, bone marrow, fibers, and all the cells, and with the whole soul and its 
powers; to think with not only the brain and the mind, to think vitally and not only logically. Because 
the one that thinks subjects the ideas to oneself and by subjecting them becomes free from their 
humiliating tyranny.22 

In consequence, so understood an escape from the tyranny of ideas bringing freedom from 

economic relationships and determining the state of the cultural field will create opposition to 

                                                           
21 Ibid., s. 250. 
22 Ibid., p. 257. 
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the institutional and commercial success, i.e. identification of the work as heretical, and the 

resulting lack of social appreciation. “Freedom! Freedom!”23 cries Unamuno, defining his 

principal  attribute of the constructed position. In order to achieve this goal, he will reach for 

the element long ago considered by the professionals as their exclusive domain, namely Don 

Quixote. 

Unamuno, writing in the conclusion of Vida de Don Quijote y Sancho: “In order for 

Cervantes to tell their story and for me to interpret it and equip it with a commentary, Don 

Quixote and Sancho were born; Cervantes was born to tell the story and I was born to 

interpret it and comment on it...”24, not only emphasizes the role played by those two 

characters in his own thinking, but first of all repeats Cervantes’ gesture who in the ending of 

his work puts the following words into Sidi Hamet’s mouth: “For me alone Don 

Quixote was born and I for him. His was the power of action, mine of writing.” 25 A reference 

to this excerpt allows Unamuno, so critical towards Cervantes in other aspects, to establish 

now an analogy between his own attitude towards the classic work of Spanish literature and 

that of the author’s. In the given context, the most important thing is that the analogy is based 

on the similarity of the situation which in some way forced both of them to voice the same 

formula; essentially, it is nothing else but attributing to oneself the exclusive right to Don 

Quixote and Sancho at the moment they were appropriated by the “usurpers” such as 

Avellaneda, creator of the apocryphal second part of Don Quixote in the 17th century, and the 

erudite persons in contemporary times. The final scenes of Don Quixote when Sidi Hamet, 

having described the hero’s death, puts down his pen, were probably intended by the author to 

prevent writing any consecutive unauthorized continuations. They were unauthorized because 

only Cervantes, in his own judgment, had a right to tell the story of Don Quixote as he had 

called him to life. This right, not unlike the beginnings of contemporary intellectual property, 

was assigned by Cervantes himself which may seem paradoxical when considering that his 

work, at least to some degree, was a pastiche of chivalrous romances and the main theme of a 

nobleman, who went mad reading chivalrous books, was perhaps borrowed from Entremés de 

los romances26 by an anonymous author, and the pair Don Quixote–Sancho exhibit rather 

close ties with some folk carnival figures. At the same time, however, in the prologue to the 
                                                           
23 Ibid., p. 252. 
24 M. de Unamuno, Vida de Don Quijote y Sancho, ed. de A. Navarro, ed. 6, Madrid 2005, p. 527. 
25 M. de Cervantes Saavedra, Przemyślny szlachcic Don Kichote z Manczy [The Ingenuous Gentleman Don 
Quixote of La Mancha], translated by A. L. Czerny and Z. Czerny, afterword by J. Gondowicz, Warszawa 2004, 
p. 984. 
26 See the detailed write-up on the issue in the article by G. Stagg, ‘Don Quijote’ and the “Entremés de los 
romances”: A Retrospective, “Cervantes: Bulletin of the Cervantes Society of America” 2002, Vol. 22, No. 2. 
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first part of the work, Cervantes called himself the work’s “step-father” and not the father, 

thus giving the reader a free hand in interpreting and commenting the adventures of the main 

characters. In the second part, he clearly stressed the autonomy of the characters and the text, 

asking the reader to compare it to the apocrypha by Avellaneda and to visit the printing house 

in which the original Don Quixote was produced. Hence, Cervantes never intended to limit 

the scope of readers’ interpretation of his novel or to imprison the runaway characters back on 

the pages of his book, but rather to define himself as the only legitimate author who had the 

right to have the main characters at his free disposal, as well as to differentiate between the 

interpretation and the interpretative misuse, which seems fundamental in his fight against 

Avellaneda. By repeating the very same gesture, Unamuno strives to assign the same right to 

himself and the only difference is that he takes into account the changed conditions in the 

field of culture. Don Quixote has already become a classic work and a crowning achievement 

of Spanish culture, and thus a foundation of literary tradition. Specialized studies on the work 

and its author were in full bloom and an institutional support was extended to the research 

which gained a scholarly status in the positivist sense of the term. Unamuno, fighting for his 

position in the literary field and not being an expert in the research on Spanish literature of the 

Golden Age and hence excluded from the dominating circle, should he want to occupy the 

privileged position above the economic conditions deciding about the attitudes of both the 

professionals and the bohemia, he had to show that it is he and not the erudite Cervantes 

experts who has access to the sphere of what “does not grow stale.”  

One could then assume, I think, that it was above all the necessity of securing the right 

to free access to the sphere of tradition and the creative exploiting of its resources that forced 

Unamuno to question the rank of Cervantes and the literary dimension of his work but to 

praise Don Quixote and his symbolic dimension. As long as Cervantes remained the central 

point of all research, together with his intentions and the historical context in which the work 

was born along with purely literary issues, Unamuno could not possibly compete with the 

professionals as an institutional approval was the necessary condition to voice opinions in 

those fields, and it involved the necessary schooling and compliance with the prescribed 

research methods. In the long run, that would mean writing “compromise” works and entering 

the exchange of banknote ideas. Unamuno thus challenged the professionals with the 

following reasoning, which can be summarized as follows: 1. The main characters of the 

work, Don Quixote and Sancho, are not an exclusive property of Cervantes as he himself was 

only a medium in their crystallization or their emergence among conscious human ideas. 

Hence he is not the author in the absolute sense but only a presenter who, owing to a stroke of 
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genius, managed to discover them but not create them. 2. The true creator, or mother who 

gave birth to the main characters, was the soul of the Spanish nation which is all intra-

conscious and intra-historic, and which is the foundation of all consciousness and history. All 

members of the commonwealth participate in the soul of a nation, regardless whether 

consciously or not, and it is through individuals that the soul of a nation may be realized. 3. 

Unamuno, as a Spaniard, has a soul of the nation and access to the soul of the nation through 

his own soul, and if Don Quixote and Sancho exist in it, he has also a direct access to them.  

The reasoning of this kind appeared fragmented into several writings by Unamuno, but 

constituted an essential part of those attached to the second (1913) and third (1928) 

publications of Vida... prologues. Both prologues emphasize that the work by Unamuno, 

published for the first time in 1905, has nothing in common with the official celebrations of 

the 300th anniversary of Don Quixote, but only “happens to coincide”27 with the holiday of 

Cervantes’ enthusiasts announced by the Royal Academy. Such a clear-cut separation from 

the event dominated by the professional literary scholars is complemented by establishing an 

opposition between those who research a Don Quixote who is temporal, passing and 

phenomenal, and those who reach to his essence. The latter, obviously, was the intention of 

Unamuno: “To grasp his [Cervantes’] immortal book as something eternal, outside the epoch 

and even the country, and to expound what the reading of it suggests.”28 Two clearly different 

perspectives are discussed here: the first one, limited in terms of time and space, hence not 

objective and relativized both in terms of the phenomenon of its object and the point of view 

of the subject; and the second one, seemingly purely subjective, since it is all about “my own” 

reading, which in reality proves to be objective, for what is eternal is also spiritual, and that 

spirituality is realized through my soul in which I can find eternity. If Cervantes “pulled out 

his characters from the spiritual interior of his nation,”29 then the only legitimate critique is 

the one that escapes the material factor and aims at the spiritual essence of the work, and so 

the commentary of Unamuno appears to be the only legitimate critique. Therefore, he would 

say to the professional literary scholars: “I am more of a Quixotist than a Cervantist,”30 thus 

assuming the role of a proponent of a new religion and philosophy of Quixotism.  

The essay of 1906, El sepulcro de Don Quijote, attached to Vida..., starting with the 

second edition, serves to reinforce this position, in which Unamuno directly calls Quixotism 

                                                           
27 M. de Unamuno, Vida de Don Quijote y Sancho, pp. 133 and 135.  
28 Ibid., p. 133. 
29 Ibid., pp. 134‒135. 
30 Ibid., p. 134. 
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“a new religion” which is to wake up the crowds to eternal life, dragging them out of the 

“Here and now” existence. Unamuno as the lone follower of Quixotism calls other loners to 

head towards the grave of Don Quixote in order to retake it and clearly defines his opponents: 

on the one hand, they are the Knights of Reason, as he calls the professional literary scholars, 

and on the other, the bohemia. The former ones he casts in the role of the faithless who having 

once won the power over the grave of Don Quixote and over him as a symbol, do not allow 

for his resurrection. As one might suppose, dead Don Quixote is the one who can no longer 

impact anything because his work was stopped dead by the erudite persons who hold on to its 

letter but do not live by its spirit. If Don Quixote, like Christ, is a founder of a new religion, 

then Unamuno as his follower would function just like St. Paul taking a stand against the 

Pharisees and saying: “For the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life.” (2 Corinthians, 3:6). 

Engaging a religious discourse in deliberations regarding the figure of Don Quixote and his 

own position, Unamuno brings up to date the conflict of reason and faith which he considers 

unsolvable: “These arguments need to be answered with insults, stones, cries of hatred and 

thrusts of the spears. Should you try to reason with their arguments, you are lost.”31 The 

acceptance of the language and methods of the erudite persons becomes synonymous with the 

assenting to their rules which inevitably leads to accepting the positions conditioned by the 

economy and institutions. The solution proposed by Unamuno is calling to life an alternative 

order incompatible with any terms required by science and so immune to any rules and 

regulations transferred from other fields of human activity. Hence loneliness becomes a 

condition in participating in retaking of the grave of Don Quixote, because it allows for the 

possibility of minimization of social mediation of the deed. Faith, being inexpressible, 

incomprehensible and thus most subjective, gives an opportunity of freeing oneself from what 

is common in the negative sense, and the symbol of which is the law as a sphere of 

objectivity. This commonality based on the law would be only a commonality of banknote 

ideas founded on the principle of subjectivity to the exchange system, in this case to the 

exchange of thoughts, signatures, and social support but not unity with humanity. The spirit 

however, which truly establishes a real human bond, works from the inside reviving what is 

most personal, i.e. the humanity as a positive foundation of a person. It is also the spirit, this 

time embodied in an ideal that will target the bohemia that in spite of proclaiming the highest 

artistic ideals become discovered as totally immersed in the sphere of senses: “Everything in 

them is sensual; even with the ideas, the grandest ideas, they fall in love in a sensual way. [...] 

                                                           
31 Ibíd., p. 142. 
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They take them for lovers or even less – for companions just for one night.”32 Unamuno does 

not claim that the bohemia is devoid of ideas but what disqualifies them is their temporariness 

or rather a transiency to which they are prone, because it is a proof of their dependence. They 

are subjected to the moment and impulses of the soul which is subjected to sensual stimuli 

and thus vulnerable to the influence of the external, phenomenal world. Hence it is possible to 

state that what they have in common with the erudite persons is first of all this dependability 

on what is external, be it the shared field of rationality or the material reality influencing the 

sensual apparatus. Evoking Don Quixote and assuming the role of his apostle allow Unamuno 

to attack the two extreme factions simultaneously: both the researchers of socially firmly 

established positions and the artists who are social outcasts. In both cases, he directs his effort 

most of all at the discursive construction of the sphere of freedom.   

One could, however, formulate a hypothesis that in his writing, albeit in a scattered 

manner, Unamuno identifies with Don Quixote much more deeply by constructing a series of 

analogies based on the theme of death. As early as in En torno al casticismo published in 

1895, Unamuno states: “Don Quixote must be killed in order to wake up Alonso Quijano the 

Good,”33 while in Vida... he makes the death of Don Quixote a condition of his immortality as 

the hero dies in order for Sancho to continue his work, and for his spirit to permeate the spirit 

of humanity. Nevertheless, regardless of the stage of Unamuno’s thinking, Don Quixote must 

die but it is the very act of his heroic death that brings the fulfillment of his life and makes                                                                      

him immortal in the spirit of humanity. The words written by Unamuno in his Intimate 

Journal, created at the time of the world-wide ideological crisis,34 and most probably never 

intended to be published, point out to the fact that it was then that instead of being only the 

proponent of a Don Quixote religion, he started identifying himself to a certain degree with a 

dual hero of Don Quixote and Alonso Quijano as one. Although Unamuno does not offer a 

simple identification, he tries to present his spiritual transformation in the categories of 

conceptual schema elaborated by him when analyzing the work by Cervantes: “The Miguel 

whom they knew from the script, has simply died and through his death, he returned freedom 

to the real and eternal Miguel who used to be oppressed and enslaved by the other, although 

                                                           
32 Ibid., p. 148. 
33 M. de Unamuno, En torno al casticismo, ed. de J.-C. Rabaté, Madrid 2009, p. 244.  
34 For this life stage and way of thinking of Unamuno, see especially the article by A. Sanchez Barbudo, La 
formación del pensamiento de Unamuno. Una experiencia decisiva: la crisis de 1897, „Hispanic Review” 1950, 
Vol. 18, No. 3, and the chapter devoted to the “crisis” in the book by E. Górski, Hiszpańska refleksja 
egzystencjalna. Studium filozofii i myśli politycznej Miguela de Unamuno [The Spanish Existential Reflection. A 
Study of the Philosophy and Political Thought of Miguel de Unamuno], Wrocław 1979, p. 24-30.  
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in the dead one he was the source of all goodness.”35 The important thing in this context is 

that this confession appeared in an excerpt presenting a role-playing man, who acts in the 

theater of social life and whose aim is to secure the broadest possible appreciation, i.e. 

popularity and commercial success, as opposed to the internal man who is at the same time 

the one playing the role and while playing it, remains independent from it. As pointed by 

Unamuno, the condition of this independence is not assuming an antisocial posture or an 

ostentatious rejection of binding rules, including the dominance of economic over humanistic 

categories, but most of all the recognition of one’s own duality. The enclosed, elitist enclaves 

of creators of “art for art’s sake” establish their own identify only by negating the social order, 

and become a model example of a social human being: “When we seem to spurn the applause 

and seek only own satisfaction, we might become even worse because we grew to be so 

inveterate that while identifying with the role, and we play it exclusively for own pleasure in 

the vainglory of masturbation.”36 Man of letters, writing for the audience, invariably engages 

in social interaction realizing alongside a certain socially constructed paradigm. There, both 

his work, whose creation and reception are made possible through the linguistic and cognitive 

structures shared by members of a given community, hence already fundamentally foreign to 

the creator himself, and the applied by him categories of perceiving the world and himself are 

of social nature. The attitude of an independent creator becomes only one of the roles that an 

artist can play but his difficulty lies in the fact that he is not conscious of the play in which he 

participates. In order to acquire an independent position, it is necessary to replay creatively 

and internally the conflict I versus the society and not a simple acknowledgement that the 

social order is not valid. In other words, Alonso Quijano must make a journey under the name 

of Don Quixote in order to return to himself as a free man. “Freedom, my lord, long live 

freedom!”37 cries Unamuno once again, this time mostly in the context of social conditioning 

of an individual and his work, the negation of which can be made possible through following 

the road found in Cervantes’ novel.  

 So we  have Unamuno-Alonso Quijano/ Don Quixote, Unamuno-the Quixotist, the 

priest of the religion of Quixotism and the follower of the philosophy of Quixotism, and 

finally  Unamuno-Don Quixote, who in exile actually put Quixotism into action which is 

identified in the prologue to the third edition of Vida..., where he describes the time spent 

                                                           
35 M. de Unamuno, Dziennik intymny [Intimate Journal], trans. by P. Rak, Kęty 2003, p. 61. 
36 Ibid., p. 60. 
37 Ibid. 
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outside of Spain as a “Quixotic experience”,38 regardless of the stage of his literary 

development (it is only in the essay El Caballero de la Triste Figura of 1896 that we find the 

first actual lecture on the “philosophy” of Don Quixote which presents it in a favorable light). 

Unamuno made use of the symbol of Don Quixote in order to construct his own image of an 

intellectual independent from any external influences and thus capable of issuing objective 

and selfless judgments on the whole social life and not only his own narrow professional 

domain. His idealism, i.e.  having ideas but not being possessed by them, will translate into an 

attempt of finding a philosophy in the story of Don Quixote, which would then be applied 

both to presenting the individual and collective destiny. Having secured the status of a rightful 

participant in the cultural life, the one of an unengaged thinker occupying a privileged 

position owing to belonging to the sphere of what is eternal and graspable in what Azorín 

called “the old,” Unamuno now will have to guarantee for himself the right to return the 

values derived from the autonomous order of intellectual activity against other orders, i.e. the 

economic, social, institutional ones, etc. Hence a constantly appearing theme of literature as 

philosophy and, which only follows, the efforts to formulate the concepts of own philosophy 

will be an essential element mediating between a subjective reading of Don Quixote by 

Unamuno and applying this interpretation to the description and assessment of the reality 

beyond literature. In those efforts, Unamuno as the one establishing a certain kind of 

community will call upon the tradition competing with the institutionally accepted one, i.e. on 

the symbolic readings of Cervantes’ novel. As Unamuno wrote in one of his essays, “And it 

so happens that should anyone intend to plunge deeper inside and impart a symbolic or 

tropological sense to our book, Masoretes and their allies would descent upon him, joined by 

pure writers and other cowardly ghosts of all persuasions.”39 Those who will become 

particularly valuable allies for Unamuno are interpreters seeking a philosophical meaning in 

Don Quixote, although never approaching philosophical Quixotism which will be augmented 

by the application of the philosophy found in the novel which serves to describe reality. This 

kind of strategy, understood as the most distinctive model, will be also adapted by the other 

representatives of the Generation of ‘98, and its practical realization will differ depending on 

personal concepts of individual thinkers.    

                                                           
38 M. de Unamuno, Vida de Don Quijote y Sancho, p. 135. It should be noted that Unamuno’s strategy of 
identifying with Don Quixote was successful; as early as 1925, he was defined by one of the critics a modern 
Don Quixote fighting against everything for freedom. See W. A. Beardsley, Don Miguel, “The Modern 
Language Journal” 1925, Vol. 9, No. 6, p. 353.  
39 M. de Unamuno, Sobre la lectura e interpretación del “Quijote”, in: idem, Ensayos, Vol. 1, p. 661. 



65 

 

 

Translated by Roman Czarny 


