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Chapter 1
Introduction: The Aesthetic vs. the NHon-Aesthetic

8 0. Philosophical style in Aesthetics

Philosophers have asked many different questions in
aesthetics. They range from “What is Art?" and "What is a work of
art?" to "What are the activities relevant to the discovery of the
aesthetic elements in art?" and "What is the proper aesthetic ateti-
tude toward art?” It is probably too much to expect that phile-
sophy cam, by itself, lead to & full appreciatiom of art, or a
definition of the roles of artist, observer or critic., Philosophy
has a peculiar style of questioning that leads one to expect both
depth and absoluteness in its answers., In sesthetics, we will argue,
philosophical questions sometimes make us muddy a clear issue,
sometimes demand clarity from a satisfactorily muddy issue; and
sometimes they make a muddy issue out of nothing at all. Good reasons,
then, for a philosopher to pursue aesthetics are to clear the name
of philosophy, to escape 'got up' ways of thinking about art, and
to examine what happens and what worries us about it. In this paper
we will be concernmed with a gemeral philosophical tendency in art;
in particular, with its manifestation in a family of theories which
elevate some part of art, or some way of looking at art, to a posi-
tion of being characteristically asesthetic, We shall also make some
short suggestions about a better approach for philosophy.

In general the philosophical word 'aesthetic' identifies cer-
tain features of art and ocur relatiom to it, and contrasts these
features with others, the non-aesthetic ones, which are supposed
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to belong to other fields of discourse, Traditionally the philoso-
phical problems surrounding the words, and hence surrounding art,
have been problems of definition and classification, We will argue
that to define 'assthetic' or to separate a class of 'aesthetic x's'
is to further the as yet unjustified idea that there is, in fact, a
meaningful distinction between 'acsthetic' and 'non-aesthetic' as
applied to elements, attitudes, standards, or activities inm art,
Determining to what end the distinction has been put is an investi-
gation prior to any theory about how to meke the distinction sharpj
it is prior, that is, so long as there is amy doubt about the vali-
dity of the dichotomy,

Philoscphers have been diligent and thorough im dividing all
sorts of things related to art into sesthetic and non-szesthetic
heaps. Some theories, now evidently in disrepute’, hoped to find
a feature, the aesthetic feature, which pervaded all works of art,
and by virtue of which all works had their aesthetic character.
Phrases like 'significsnt form', 'communication of emotion' or
'art as illusion' come to mind, Aesthetic judgements, too, are
theoretically distinguishable from other sorts. An easy way to
characterize an aesthetic judgement about an grdimary object, say
& car, is to tell all the things it is met, Thus, an aesthetic
judgement camnot be a practical observatiom about the car's speed
or efficiency, or a moral pronouncement that such fast cars ought
net to be allowed on the road, An aesthetic judgement, the theory
might read, is "It looks graceful and besutiful™ or "It has a fast
look about it"™ (said in an aesthetic tome of voice?) Perhaps a
distinction between aesthetic and nomwsesthetic judgements can be
made here; but what happens if we leave cars and comsider works



of art? A painting lends itself more naturally to sesthetic judge-
ments than a car., For example, "The colors and illumination are
beautifully handled." "The face has an expression of such anguish."
"I can lose myself in this painting; it has depth," Other judge-
ments have a doubtful place in the proposed classification. "The
peinting is a bit old and shabby (and looks it) though that doesn't
hide its brilliance." "The painting is so vast that I can't take
it in.," Are these aesthetic judgements, or only partly so, or what?
Observed distinctions fade into theoretiial ones. We are told that
the asesthetic/non-aesthetic distinction is applicable in 2 similar
way elsewhere, Thus, we think in sesthetic concepts; we speak of
aesthetic attitudes towards art, of aesthetic experience, of the
aesthetic criteris for judgement, of criticism of a work on aesthe-
tic grounds, advancing aesthetically relevant reasomns, The structure
is built up until we see everything from its roof. That is, we have
already taken a philosophical step when we set out to elaborate the
distinction. The prior problem is: what good does it do? What has
so much as suggested sepsrating art this way?

We will comsider im detail theories which prescribe certain
activities and attitudes as aesthetic, that is, as necessary to
aesthetic experience.®* The tendency to claim that a given activity
has more aesthetic relevance than another is clearly a special case
of the more general move above, There are two sorts of problem in
investigating this special case, First, what does it mean for any

—

#ie must apologize, given our overall aims, for repeated wse of the
words "aesthetic experience." We may understand this in en intuitive
sense as vhatever experience we consider relevant to art, Dewey is
a good teacher for the meaning of these words,.

NHew York, 1934, Chapter III)




wlj

given activity to be sesthetically important, relevant, or necessary?
There are a oumber of confusions. Conslder 2 given work of art, say,
a poem. There is, of course, no reason to suppose that the things
we do with regard to a poem will be the same ss those we do with,
say, a symphomy; though the activities mey indeed be the same, or
analogous, or similar im other ways., How broad the aspplication of
s given activity is must be shown by the aspiring theorist. A
theory might say that the appropriste activity for this poem (and
is it just for this poem, theorist?) is to attend to the sounds of
the words, i.e., to listen to them, say them in the mind, see how
they fit together, tap out their rhythm, ete. Do we suppose that
one would thus be miseing something of the poem by ignoring its
formal structure, its meaning, its symbolism, its imagery? Must
ve then add sttention to these other things to our list of asathetic
utl.vt_thl‘l Cohien spesks of a "narrowest conception of aesthetie
selgmiit:™ Doos Sush & censeption Spesify & sertetn adutme lovel
of activity for aesthetic experience? How broad is an 'aestheti-
cally relevant sctivity' to be? How much cam it miss? Worse still,
our experience with art lavolves dicosing sctivities in another more
difficult sense. For it has been clésrly showm that, taking omly
‘paintings for example, we should contemplate some paintings, where
'MnmmaMuhnm,nm.ﬂmum.eu.s
The determining factors of what activity will be fruitful instead
of limiced lie mot ia philosophy but inm the individual work, The
upshot of all this is that we can question any theorist about how
far he intends his ‘sesthetically relevant activity' te be rele-
vant., The wotion is by no means an cagy one, unexplained.

The second part of this investigation will be takem up with
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looking into some activities that have been advanced as aestheti-
cally relevent. What are the activities? We hope to understind
vhat motivates the theorist to propose them, In particular, we will
consider three sorts of theory which describe features, sctivities,
or attitudes which are scmehow understood te underlie all true
aeathetic experiemce, [I’riefly, they are as follows.

(a) Appearances, Consider J. 0. Umsca's dictum that for
"simple cases" we turm for grounds for sesthetic judgements to
"the way it /the werk of art/ looks, sounds, smells, tastes or feels,"
In painting, for example, we comsider the way the thiag looks or
appears. A philosophical wove 1s often made at this polat. We say:
ve are concerned with how it appears; hemce, we must attend to its
appearance. The operative word is changed to a nouni the appear-
ance, whose properties we can presumably explore, Certala quastions
some immediately to mind if we ave to make the theory do what it
says, l.e., iselate certain activities (attemding to appearances)
and certaln 'parts' of worke of art (sppearances) as supremely
important in aesthetic experiemce. (i) How deep are appearances?
On one extreme the sppearance of am object may be a hovering shadow;
it may exist in the mind, not really 2 part of the object. On the
other the appearance may penetrate to every feature of the object's
existence, or perhaps, of its surface. Do we hold to the distinction
between appearance and reality? A whole cloud of epistemology drifts
in, (ii) Must we take all of & work's sppesrance, or can we isclate
aesthetic features of an appearance, along with those elements which,
to use Sibley's phrese, heve nothing to do with the sesthetic? For
exauple, what of Cohen's point that scuetimes we must igacre a paint~

ing's faded look?’ (411y yurthermore, even if we work it out in
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detail, how far will the notion of 'appearance’ take us into film,
drema, dance, literature? The question becomes: does the notiom
take us anywhere, or is it merely what Cohen calls an "impediment

to eritical thinking?"

(b) Atticudes. Much effort has been spent on the problem of
defining the 'aesthetic attitude'; it has been represented as every-
thing from a kind of perceptiom to a psychological state. Some have
felt that the notiom is & myth in auny form, Early examples of the
theory, following Kamt, include Bullough's famous doctrime of 'psyeh-
ical distance', and softer theories in the same tradition which talk
of the 'disinterestedness’ presupposed by aesthetic experiemce, These
theories have heen widely discussed, and we will concern ourselves
with a few of their confusions. A more interesting case of an
attitude theory advocates a kind of'seeing-gum~knowledge.' Thus
Marshall Cohen notes, in oppesitiom to Bullough, that what the vokel
needs to keep him in his seat 2t a play is not necessarily a certain
'distance’ to attenuate matural feelings, but “(i) the presemnce of
knowledge of what a play is, and (ii) how one behaves in a theater,"7
(Mumbers mine,) Certainly it seems fair to claim that such knowledge
is a prerequisite for even the begimnings of asesthetic appreciation,
Furthermore, nothing seems mysterious here: a play is a play, We
learn sbout drems early im our cognitive development, Similarly,

a portrait is a portrait (mot a person), However, we wonder how
far to push either part of the requirement, If we carry (i) to
other art we ave faced with a demaud on the listemer to kmow what
a symphony is, and, one supposes, what music is. We might ask, for
example, whether modern music or modern plays are aceessible under
our ordinary notion of what music is or plays ere, What does one
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know with one's kmowledge; what sort of ignorance are we ruling out?
Similarly we may push the second part of Cohen's requirement, that
the yokel know how to behave inm a theater. All sorts of behavior
might be in order, depending on whether our instructor is a critic
or a cop. MNor is it clear that the requirement is strictly behav-
ioral. We must be clear about the following models the yokel, want-
ing very much to free the heroime and punch the villian, knows that
one just doesn't do that in a theater, (What is being ruled ocut?
Doing it at all? or just in a theater? or even wanting to? The
impulse doesn't come up; but doesa't it?) Does "knowing what an
x is" determine a mode or form of behavior?

{c) Aspects. A typical retreat from an attitude theory runs
as follows: "We canmot isolate 'aesthetic attitude' as a special
sort of attention. Really, vhat we thought were different attitudes
were really mothing but different aspects and the modes of perceiv-
ing them." Paul Ziff and others seem to advance a theory which
places prime sesthetic importance on aspects, or points in dimensions,
Not to be misled by the form of words “seeing aspects", we might
shift the weight to Ziff's special word "aspeection": to look "in
mw".ﬂthmhlmtl.a What range of things are we
referring to as ‘aspects'? Ziff's suggestions, as we shall see,
seem a bit marrow. The problem is difficult enough for painting.
(And 'aspects' get ue jmto a worse muddle in other arts.) Surely
we make aesthetic judgements which do mot report om aspects in any
simple sense. The saduness of a painted face, the sloppiness of
execution, the structural unity of a painting: these are aspects
which are not obviously similar. To catch such things the motion
of 'aspect' must accordingly be broad, Onm the other hand, may
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judgements be sesthetically relevant and yet nmot report om any aspect
of a painting? Are we to say, for example, that & statement about
artists' intemtions is relevant; what place might it have in aesthe-
tic discussions? (Ziff seems to say that only & report om certain
aspects of a painting can be a reasom why the painting is good or
bad. This does not preclude mon-critical aesthetic judgements which
are unrelated to aspects.) Again, sre all these to count 28 aspects:
a color, an organization, a feeling, a feeling of motion, an illu-
gsion of 1ife? The notion of 'aspect' must, themn, be narrow emough
not to let gvervthing in. Fimally, along with 'seeing aspects'
the locution 'seeing,..as...' (do you see the moon as a face; are
you seeing that as art?) bears some inmvestigationm,

In (a)-(c) wve have suggested some fairly broad areas of inquiry
into theories that might be proposed under the philosophical dis-
tinction between aesthetic and non-sesthetic. We will comsider them
in some detail in Chapter III, after a survey of the gemeral philo-
sophical approach to art in Chapter II. There we will be comcerned
with the characteristic pull of absolutemess which colors the ans-
wers that philosophy will accept. We will make somwething of a plea
for another approach, a critical ome; a kind of aesthetic liberalism,

It is an interesting philosophical question to ask why there has
been an attempt to separate the sesthetic from the nom-aesthetic,
Ave there philosophical reasons for making a cut between art objeéts
and other objects? Do we feel a need to define the difference between
things (events, people, feelings) as they really are and as they
appear in art? Or does the distinction grow out of some need in art
itself? Omce we uncover the motivation, we may ask what good the
aesthetic/non-aesthetic distinction does us with respect to our
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objectives in art. Philesophy can question theoretical notions
and deseribe facts im art to see whether they coincide. 1In Chapter
IV we shall imitiate some philosophical inquiries into aesthetics
which seem to give us some understanding of art. This understand-
ing is our goal; perhaps we camn rescue philosophy in reaching it.

Art, in a very obwvious sense, is a public institution. This
fact provides the basis for criticism, We should further like to
say that the fact that talking about art is social results in certain
rules --- grammaticsl rules --- governing the way we talk, Deter-
mining such rules, if they exist, would be both interesting and
profitable. Lastly, we will make some brief comments about the
search for criteria of aesthetic relevance, a somevhat more fash-
ionable way of continuing the distinction between aesthetic and
non-aesthetic.

We need finally to mention what sort of solution we seeck. One
suspects to begin with that the traditional way of looking at art
is the obscure way. For one can approach a painting, & poem, 2 play,
a somata, in depth and successfully, never troubling omeself over
the distinction between the sesthetic and the non-zesthetic. It is
as if philosophers, intent on spoiling a good thing, say "No, you
really don't know what you are doing. You are confusing purely
aesthetic elements with non-aesthetic omes." Similarly, the philo-
Sophical way of looking at a painting seems to be concentrating on
(or, as we might say, attending to) this or that aspect of a paint-
ing (or, maybe, of its appearance), keeping all the while the proper
(aesthetic) freme of mind, The ideal solution to these philosopical
problems would seem to be & return to the untroubled state, where

we do not merely theorize about what is going om, but we lock and
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if it qualifies as perspicuous,



Chapter II1
A Philosophical Quest

§ 1. Definitional Questioms

Titles and catchwords in aesthetics often betray the nature of
the theories which they name., We need not go far to get am idea
of what philosophy and art do for one amother, Thus Tolstoy, an
artist, in & fit of theory asks "What is Art?" Articles and books
abound which track dowm 'The Nature of Art' or which pursue 'Art
88 ..ess' where various words f£fill in the blank. Some blank fillers
wvhich have enjoyed a measure of success include 'Experience', In-
tuition', '"Significant Form', 'Illusion’ --- and many others. We
may see the gramder theories in aesthetics as definitional in a
mmber of useful senses. The usual philosophical motivation for a
theory in asesthetics is am urge to mark off art from whatever seems
to threatem its pure existence. mlqunmm:thrh:u
a sparkling example of an unenlightened definition-seeker,

"Every single work of art, it is admitted, has a unique

:nm.-n&mmm-mumh

with every o work; mevertheless, there is some

merk or set of marks which, if it applies to amy work

of art, applies to all works of art and to nothing

else --- a common denominator, so to say, which com-

stitutes the definitiom of art, and serves to separate,

though not to isolate, th! field of art from other

fields of human culture,"
Indeed, Parker goes on to say that only whem this alleged definition
of art is admitted as a possible object of search can there even
be a philosophy of art. (This is related to the idea that philo-
sophy wants all-or-nothing answers, absoluteness.) Ia any case,
this statement suggests the wost immediaid seuse in which aesthe-

¢ tice seardies for the defining characteristic(s) of art. Cohen
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our language has meny terms whose various use does not mark out a

clase of objects with some common property. The class of works of
art, if it is not misleading to use class terms here, forms a
family in Wictgenstein's sense.® Few would demy this is so, though
different theorists would probably describe intermal kinship patterns
differently. The quest for a defining property for art is clearly
doomed, if instances of art bear a family relatiomship to ome another,
Further questions of new-fashiomed aesthetics may also be seen
as definitiomal., Marshall Cohen criticizes theories which look for
"sesthetic essence" by advancing features of our experiemce, or
singling out certain attitudes as giving the preconditions of any

experience with lﬂ.3

Ve may easily see how a motion like 'aesthe-
tic attitude' can smount to a sneaky, back-door defimitiom of art.
Consider Stolnitz's idea that the notion of aesthetic attitude
revises and becomes central to aesthetic th-ur.“ Gripped by such

a notion, aestheticians try to isolate the components of sesthetic
attitude, aiming at some state of mind or mode of perception which

is characteristic of our experiemce with art. Art is then defined
as everything which admits the probing of aesthetic attitude. Every-
thing the attitude catches is counted aesthetically relevant. Once
an aesthetic attitude is conceded to exist, and once aesthetics is

gripped and remodeled by the notion, aesthetic dictiomaries f£ill

* This is a2 battered notion. The members of the class display
"a complicated network of similarities, overlapping and criss-
crossing; sometimes overall similarities, sometimes similarities
of detail," See Bi65 ££., of;jbk lnvestigations.
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up with descriptions. Where philogophers are too squeamish to
offer full definitioms, they begin by proposing certain 'merely
necessary' conditions om such am attitude, In a similar way, any
search for "aesthetic essence" will try to cover dissimilarities
within art by some underlying property.

The notiom that definition in any simple sense is possible with
respect to "aesthetic essence” will be called into question; in
fact, there are peculiarities about even requesting definitions here,
Demanding 2 definition or hoping for ome om the grounds that we
certainly seem to know how to use the word 'art' in a wide variety
of contests seems alternately reasonable, misguided, insemsitive,
and foolish., There is no mystery about wsing English words in
many different contexts, referring to many differemt things, Often
we know perfectly well what a word means but would never attempt
to reduce its meaning, or rest:r'ct its application according to
the presence of some single essential property. Our language (or
our world) 1s mot quite so logically sccommodating. The importance
of the notion of 'family resemblance’ is not that it relieves us
of responsibility for our words. Omn the contrary, ome reascn that
definitions of words like 'art' fail is that we do know, already,
by virtue of being language speakers, how tc use the words, Defi-
nitions in a2 normal unelaborate semse do met allow us even that
knowledge; we can semnse their inadequacy. Nor cam the notiom of
'family resemblance' relieve us of what Kemnick calls a certain
'open texture' of the words., Sometimes we are baffled, sometimes
just nervous about calling a particular cbject by some name. Saying
that works of art are tied by 2 family resenblance does not elimi-
nate rhetorical questions like “If x= isn't art, what 1s?" or "Who,
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in his right mind, would call that erc?" -Hor does it logically
eliminate situations like these: 4if someone claims that x is art,
and if we ave unsure, he will have to do . zertainm kind of arguing
or explaining --- if, that is, he wvants cur agreement. Not aay
argument will do.

In a certain semse, them, it is mystifying that aesthetic
theories be searches for defimition. It does not mormally occur
to us to ask "What is science?" or "What is sciemtific experience?”
or in Wittgenstein's example "What is a geme?" or "What is language?"
Or if these questions do occur, (as they do, presumably, to philo-
sophers) we do not seerch for that essential property which allows
the use of the word., As we have said, if we want to find out,
Wittgenstein's suggestion holds: "look and see whether there is
anything common to all."® We do mot see anything cosmmon to all
works of art or to the experiences surrounding art., Are we then
to suppose that only broa fide sestheticians can see it? Hopefully
not, or the words "art' and 'artistic' must stick in our throats
(more often than they do). Philosophical results are nothing so
scientific as to have resulted from such inspection of works of art.
(This is perhaps related to Kemnick's note that the best way to
do aesthetics is with few or no examples.’)

Kennick says "the suspicion that aesthetics is unot nonsense is
often justified,"® (Clearly, he is being over-optimistic., Still,
we can look at aestheticians' definitioms as suggestions, or sign-
posts for ways of looking at art; ae formulations of particular
criteria in art, or proposals for certain comventions in talking
about art., Tolstoy might thus be seen as mapping out a certain role
for art consistent with his own moral aims of producing brotherhood
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among men. It is further significant that philosophical theories
have a way of mirroring the critical standards of the day and turn-
ing up some ne: ones,”? As Wittgenstein o tes, in defining some
words, on¢ can draw a line, whore none already exists, though such
a line is not necessary to using the word, (Fhilosophical Inves-
kigations, 868.) A philosophical theory may represent a limguistic
decision which will rvestrict the word 'art' to a certain use, for
certain reasons; such definitions may represent moral values, crit-
ical values, or artistic ones, They will make us selective in

our usage. One reason that such normative suggestions in aesthetice
are clothed in definitional garb, where no one supposes that one
ought to do the same for games or languages, is that more turms

on x's being "art' than on y's being a "geme'. That is, to call

x "art' is a certain sort of praise; it indicates that x is to be
treated in certain ways, is to be valued and prized. The hope of
definitional theories is to give separable criteria for such praise.
I1f x is art, then tests have been appiied, and a number of conclu-
sions may be drawn. In this way, there isn't much significance

to y's being & game; we just play it.

We have seen that aesthetics generally hopes to definme art or
to define its surrounding motions. The aim may be either definition
in a strict sense, or in a normpative ome. In either case, we can
quarrel with the hope (though to quarrel with a linguistic sugges-
tion is as much a critical task as a philosophical ome). We have
indicated how strict definition is generally impossible, Below, we
will examine some ways definition has been attempted, and some ways
the asttempt has run afoul, if not amuck,
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§ 2. Positive versus negative characterizations

There are at least two ways of 'getting at' art. They result
from different motivations. We will call them roughly the critical
way and the philosophical way, the former characterizing art posi-
tively, the latter negatively. The method of the positive approach
is to 'piteh ian' at art, to talk about it in whatever ways are
suggested by a particular work. The goal is to find out about art
by seeing what art is, and in particular, what ghis work is; this ;
is the eritic's method. The philosophical view, on the other hand,
typically has other interests to protect. Thus, it discusses art
by discarding from the aesthetic realm whatever it thinks should
belong elsewhere. Art becomes what is left behind after all ex-
cluaions are made, Each approach bears some further serutiny.

thtmwamﬁuﬂl:humudcdneiu
which might bear on this topic. The examples we give are clearly
chosen to further our werall goal; specifically, to discredit a
definitional approach to art., Of course, some words strike us as
recurrent in criticism, and there are, we suppose, recurrent criti-
cal aims., Happily, though, critics themselves oftem lemnd support
to the thesis of this paper, Critics claim that there ave not g
prioxi rules for the requirements they may place om a work, nor are
there such rules to tell them what to look for im, say, a novel,
This does not wean that the critic cam have no rules to guide him;
nor does it exclude the posaibility of his saying tha® a given work
conforms or fails to conform with standards. Critics are apt to
work within a general framework of freedom for the artist, This is
freedom of source, of form, and of end, to use Schorer, Miles, &
McKenzie's handy division.'® Thus, Henry Jemes writes that, for
example, 1f a novel is to be "a personal, a direct impression of
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1ife" then there must be "freedom to feel and uy".“ Similarly,
A.C.Bradley, enlarging on Hegel's theory of tragedy, notes that
art often moves outside the confines of outmoded theory, at least
in this area: "it is just one greatness of modern ert that it has
shown the tragic fact in situations of sc many and such diverse
kinds," 2 That is, the tragedian meed not limit his subject sccord-
ing to gheory., The critic is ofien the ome to recognize develop-
ments in art which fall outside of established or theoretical pat-
terns, T.8.Eliot praised as new and important Joyce's use of myth
"in manipulating a coantinuous parallel between contemporaneity and
antiquity” in Ulysses.)’ And Lionel Trilling, appraising the im-
portance of Preudian analysis in art end criticism, comments that
“the elements of art are mot limited by art.™ " He means that often
many investigetions outside of art may be appropriate to the exper-
ience of art. Finelly, with resard to the "end' of art, (or perhaps
the 'source'), Robert Penn Werren, in criticising theories of 'pure
poetry' declares that "mothing that is available in human experience
is to be legislated out of pun-y."“

But why press this line of argument? We have no need for the

Or, ve might add, out of art.

extreme view that critics mever exclude unimportant features of art.
We meant to hold up the model of the eritic, confronting a work

and asking not "Is this Art?" but "What is this, and what can we
say about it?" Critics clearly do esk whether a given work is

art. But they notice all kinds of features in art, which may be
mentioned inm criticism, If we take the critic's task as, in part,
trying to get the ordinary man to 'see it there, too,' --- that is,
to have his owvn experience of art --- them whatever the critic points
out to achieve asesthetic experience in tue other has, g _forteriori,
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some relevance, Critice, s2 we 2ll know, talk about form, line,
11lumination, orgenization in peinting; theme and development in
susie; rhythm, metre and symbol in poetr;. It is instructive to
see vhat else pops up in the litersture of criticism. James sets
only one comdition on the composition of a movel: ul.nuﬂl:y.“

He further uses the phrase "air of veality" to describe a novel,
Virginia Woolf, with respect to the portrayal of charscter, des-
cribes certain novels as leaving the reader with "sc strange a feel-
ing of incompletencss and dissatisfacction” which can be relieved
only outside of the movel.) This is considered en artistic defect,
Auden describes she poems of Yeats: "From firet to last /the poems/
express a sustained protest agaimst the socizl atomization caused
by industrialiem, snd both in their ideals end their language a
constant struggle to overcome i.t:.""”'a Trilling notes that Freudian
methods can anslyze the 'meaning' of literature; the analyses are
sometimes "beautiful ard suggestive” if incomplete, But he con-
tinues, "the mesning of a work camnot lie in the author's intention
alome, It must also lle in its effect."l? And intentions vary,

as do effects, according to historical and sociological forces
(among others). E.M.Forster, dissgreeing vith Cide over a question
of form and plot, uses terms like “logical,¥ "prearvanged," The
validity of applying such terms to plot in an sesthetic conmtext

is assumed,”® And Herry Levin mskes a cenvineing plea that eriti-
ciem which considers the complex relatiomships between art and both
enviromentsl and sociological factors has significance and validity,2!
He think, finaily, of Eviksonisn analysis, which relies om ert to
vepresent, in a most semsitive way, the growth of persomality;
artistic standards might be besed on the subtlety and semsitivity
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of a work's portrayal of certain psychoanalytically important deve-
lopmental crises. All of the examples but the last are taken from
a single volume of criticism. They are offered to illustrate the
willingness of critics, engaged in their professiom, to study works
of art === in these cases, literature =--- and to defeat them with
widely different procedures. Criteria are moral, psychological,
sociological, formsl, and sometimes almost scientific. This is,
again, vhat we have called a positive approach: amn unfliaching
attempt to understand art and to help others understand it in what-
ever form it appears,

The philosophical approach to art gemerally proceeds negatively.
This is nmot an absolute characterization, for philosophy is flexible.
Still, getting at a philosophical conception of art involves ace
cepting parts of the life of art so long as they do mot fall within
some other part of philosophical theory., The development may pro-
ceed in two ways., First, the philosopher may ignore art altogether
and talk about all the things he kmnows art is mot. We find this
approach in J.O.Urmson's article "What Makes a Situation Aesthetic?"’?

"In a suitable context the adjective 'aesthetic' and the

adverb 'asesthetically' may well be superfluous, but it

is sometincs necessary to introduce one of these words

in order to make it clear that when we refer, say, to

a person’s satisfaction we are not thinking of moral

satisfaction, economic satisfaction, personal satisfac-

tion, intellectual satisfaction, or any satisfaction

other than sesthetic satisfactiom,”
One gets the feeling that Urmson counted up all the satisfactions
he could think of. He goes on to say that while the various sorts
of non-aesthetic satisfaction may not be generically separable from
aesthetics sorts, we do have criteria for distinguishing ome from
another. Urmson begins from gutside art and greduslly works toward

it by exclusion. It is worth noting that, to a certain degree,
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Urmson rejects the critical approach to art we mentioned above:
he denies that the critic can allow aesthetic satisfaction to depend
in any way on a work's moral position. This is a predictable state
of affairs.

The second way a negative approach to art may proceed begins
with aesthetic judgements as raw data, and dissects them until it
has removed all the unwanted elements whose explanations lie in
other areas of philosophy. Whatever features cammot be thus removed
are left as ‘characteristic' of aesthetic judgements, The suspicion
seems to be: we don't really know art, even if we think, on the
face of it, that we do, Most definitiomal theories are of this type;
they try to isolate (or, as it were, quarantine) aesthetic judge-
ments, from judgements which are about art, but only impurely aes~
thetic. (The problem here stated with respect to aesthetic judge-
ment could be otherwise formulated about other aesthetic creatures:
attitude, activity, appreciation, etc,) One result of such g-theory
of exclusion and, as it were, rarification, is that "the aesthetic'
is successively defined as a feature of works of art, them as a
set of criteria for judging things, then as an attitude in which to
view things, and theam finally as a mode of perception itself. The
important point is ghat philosophy wants to discover what art is,
working from a firm comnviction about what it is mot., This impulse,
too, may be definitional. For definitions, we think, have an ideal
form; the differentia of art tell us, at least, what it ien't.

The negative approach may arise from two series of gripes,
one from aestheticisns and one from non-aestheticians., The aesthe-
tician gripes about those maverick elements which can intrude gpon
art in what seem irrelevant ways. THhs, the aesthetician may went
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to prevent the moral public from condemming a work like Ulysses on
what he considers to be the wrong (amd, in fact, inadmissable)
grounds; namely, grounds which ignore the aesthetic merits of the
work. He may went to demand that we eliminate extrancous elements
from our atteation to works, e.g., plays or poems., Something of
a poem is spoiled for us if we are absorbed in irrelevancies, The
normal sort of example shows a jealous husband at a performance of
Othello, or a psychoamalyst working on a poet's psyche through the
poems, The philosopher's position is clear, but ultimately it begs
the question. As we shall see, any exclusive approach to art must
leave us dissatisfied. The non=aesthetician's gripe is largely
epistemological. Art, insofar as it is considered to comvey a kind
of knowledge, has been taken to give knowledge of a different, and
usually lower, grade from that provided by such other human endeavora
as mathematics and science, This has led some philosophers to ex-
clude art as morally treacherous in a perfect state. It has led
others to develop elaborate theories which give the mechanisms of
perception their own sort of knowledge. And more importamntly it
has led philosophers like Hume and Kant to try to fit art neatly
into the rest of their epistemological schemes. Thus Kant sets out
to discuss sesthetical judgement as the most problematical case of
judgement; that sort of judgement with respect to which it is both
erucial and difficult to determine whether the governing principles
are subjective or objective. Judgements of taste are immediately
set apart from the rest of his critical system; they are aesthetical,
not strictly dealing with cognition. By ‘'aesthetical' we "understand
that vhose deternining ground cam be mo other than subiective."?>
The motive is to vender aesthetical judgements comprehemsible by
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seeing where they fit into the overall system; of course, there is
more to this theory, as we shall see.

We have dwelt upon the definitiomal quest and the difference,
as we have characterized it, between critical and philosophical
approache in aesthetics to set the stage for the kind of philosoph-
ical "answer' we may expect to the "problem of aesthetics.' The
eritic is often content to work for some sort of sharing of exper-
iences, The philosopher wants something harder, more graspable.
And this is vhere the problems of Chapter I begin to arise. The
philosopher may throw out moral attitudes from art; he may deay
practical or econmomic interests. If so, something must be left
in art; (lots of people worry about it, after all,) The temptation
is to hold up what is left, saying "Here it is. This is art.”

In the next chapter we will look at three things that have been
held up: appearances, attitudes, and aspects.



Chapter IIL
Three Theories

8 3. Appearances
One thing we do with paintiugs, to make a wild understatement,

is look at them, Similarly, we listen to music. Can we then say
that what wve are doing is attending to looks im one case, to sounds
in the other, (and why not 'listens'?) Certainly, the step from
"looking' to 'looks' is no simple ome, Nor is the following step:
not only do we attend to looks or appearances; the important thing
in sestheticg is attending to looks or appearances. There are, all
the same, a mumber of theories which move from exclusion as des-
eribed in Chapter II to a position which elevates 'looks' or 'appear-
ances' to a place of supreme importance in painting, and analagously
in the other arts. Mrs. Langer seems tc support am extreme version
of the theory. Works of art are themselves considered to be appear-
ances; she talks of 'projections,' ‘images,' 'abstractions,’ and
"illusions.'’ Vincent Tomas, in his widely discussed treatment of
'Aesthetic Vision,'? holds a view, on the face of it less extreme,
which depends on 'attending to appearsnces' as the model for aes-
thetic vision., And J.0.Urmson holds the tip-toe version of the
theory with his dictum that “im very simple cases of aesthetic eval-
uation ... the grounds given are frequently the way the object
looks (shape and color), the way it sounds, smells, tastes or feels."
These three theories are, at least, explicitly stated., However,
there are many other aestheticians whose views are based indirectly
on the same sort of idea. Thus Pepper seems, in even his most recent
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writing to think of the true object of aesthetic appreciation (the
work itself?) not as the 'stimulus object,' but as " a gathering
Wnlﬂmtummm.“" It is not uncommon
to find curremt philosophy blandly holding up appearances as some-
thing important to bother with, despite mamy comvincing (and Pub-
lished) arguments against this motion.” It seems worthwhile, theres
fore, to set out the theory im its most persuasive formj we may then
run through a class of problems which immediately arise.

Mnmﬂtmﬂmwtummmm:h
art we attend to appearances is: what is this attention supposed
to exclude, if anything? How are we to charscterize the appearance
of a work of art? Tomas and Urmson give examples to explain their
ideas. Take, for instance, the case of the pemny, Sometimes (norm-
ally) wvhen we look at & penny, the story goes, we pay no atteantion
to its appearance except insofar as this is necessary to 'read the
label', i.e., to tell that it is a pemny. Aesthetic vision, on the
other hand, is directed ouly towards appearances, "We do not care
vhat, 1f anything, it is that appears.'® Thus, the aesthetic ob-
server will presumably notice how the thing looks. He will say
such things as "It looks elliptical." Ummsou tries this example.
"I may value a rose bush because it is hardy, prolific, disease-
resistant and the like, but if I value the rose aesthetically the
most obvious relevant grounds will be the way it looks, both im color
and in shape, and the vay it smells.” From such examples about
objects mot mormally considered to be 'art objects', we must move
to the much morve difficult cases of the arts themselves. The treat-
mwent is completely amalagous, although Urmson admits that his sugg-
estions may be limited in scope, and Tomas tries to restrict his
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analysis to the visual arts. That is, ordinary attention to art
objects (that is, presumably, ordinary vision trained on works of
art, whatever that may be) has ounly superficial interest in appear-
ances. But sesthetic appreciation and aesthetic vision concentrate
on or derive from appearances, without regard for vhat appears;
evidently, the appeasrance includes things like shape and color.
The motion of appearance in art is clearly coumected with perceptionm,
though the exact semse is mot obvious., We will refer to any theory
which considers that aesthetic experience is primavily a matter of
attention to eppearances, in sowe sense, as an 'appearance theory,'

Even so briefly stated, the theory has epistemological problems.
Though what Tomas or Urmson says does not match Ryle's "man in the
tent" wodel of perception, we are brought dangerously close to a
theory that does. Some of Tomas's remarks on the subject are not
absolutely clegr, but it seems that when he talks of the appearance
of a man and the appearamce of his porirait being 'inm primciple’
ideatical, and in other places where "aesthetically seeing" means
something like 'seeing visual sense pevceptions' in some traditiomal
way, Tomas is firuly emtremched in what Ryle calls the Semse-Datum
theory. Ryle, for oue, is mot willing to allow the wmove from the
verbal form "the penny looks elliptical"™ to the rather odd substan-
tive form "the pemny has an elliptical look," Glearly, there is.
no suggestion in saying "the pemny looks elliptical" that we should
ever, in fact, take it tov be elliptical; it is not as if there were
something theve (the look) which is elliptical, unattached to the
penny itself. Austin points out the importance of getting clear
about the use of the words vhean we say things like "the penny looks
elliptical."? oOme obvious question is: whea should we gver say
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such a thing (outside of philosophy)? If we did say it, we might
expect an answer like: "Well, it certaianly looks round to mes”

Or Cohen's answer: "How do you suppose it got that way?" There are,
moreover, difficulties in saying blandly that the appearance of a
man and of his portrait might be the same. We might say that a piec-
ture looks like a manj perhaps we would better use 'resembles' but not
‘appears like.' Buk consider the substantive forms. We would be
saying very special things in both of the following cases. (i)The
pictured man has the same look as the real man, --- e,g., sheepish.
(ii)The man's appearance is the same as the picture's., (Or, perhaps,
they have appropriately similar appearances.) l.a.:thqhﬂam
shabby, and old, and, as it were, dusty....a2s if hung in an attic
for years, In both these cases we have a relatively specific sense
of "look' or 'appearance' in mind. Try this: it is possible to
imagine an elaborate system of mirrors and empty picture frames, and
perhaps special eye-glasses, such that we might be fooled inte com-
fusing a man and his portrait, But even in this case we should not
be tempted to say that the appearance of the man and of his portrait
were identical. We were fooled. The sense of 'appearance' called
for «--» in which we could make this wmiscake --- 18 quite special:
we might almost say 'trumped-up’. The theorist must convince us
that this special sense bears on art. The relevance of these in-
complete remarks is that if the appearance theory is to triumph in
simple exsmples, its cerms must be juscified., Austin and Ryle, among

others, have raised significent §oubts sbout the epistemological
contrast between appearance and real object; the aesthetician whose

theory turns on this distinction mmst repair it a bit.
We might investigate ome further point about the epistemology
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of 'appearance.' Ome theory is that all we ever see (or perceive)
are sense data, perceptions. For Tomas seeing aesthetically is
moreover to be comtrasted with that sort of ordimary perception where-
in wve merely "read the label' off am object. Thus, even within the
‘sense perception' theory, Tomas comsiders that aesthetic vision
dwells on appearances in a way that ordinary vision does not. Stol-
nitz points out that, even when we are surveying the change in our
hand to pick out a pemny, the 'appearance of the penny' does mot,
as Tomas would have it, go unobserved; rather, the man is said to
'single out' just those perceptions necessary to label the thing
ti.aht.u Thus, he notices that it is copper colored, mnot silver;
that its edge is smooth, not notched. That is, appearances, im this
sense, are quite a part of 'ordimary vision.' But there is a damger
in using this notiom of appearance, for we are liable to lose works
of art altogether; if the work becomes the appearance, them it tends
to float away. Whether or not amything turns om the examples here,
ve are left with two problems: (i) how are we to make the notions
relevant for art; and (ii) how much of our theory cam rest on such
shaky epistemological grounds.

Unfortunately, our objections to appearances are more than epis-
temological, The notion seems on the one hand unclear and on the
other wrong, or over-ambitious, for art. That is, first, the theory
does not distinguish the relevant sorts of appearances for art.,
Second, of the various candidates advanced as relevant appearances,
none turns out to be adequate when urged as the sole or principal
concern of aesthetics. Thus, for example, the sense --- vhatever it
may be --- in which a penny has an elliptical appearance could not be
the sense for which it is right to say that we attend to a painting's
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appearance or those of other works of art. First, our business with
respect, say, to a plece of _mlpm, involves describing the work,
not merely its appearance, from a variety of positions --- including
those positions from which the work might in one way or another
appear to be distorted. Moreover, it is misleading to Buppose that
aesthetically ralevant appearances are vhat S5ibley and Tomas call
"mere appeavances", i.e., those which are at issue in phrases like
‘appears from here' or ',.to me' or '...in this light.' Cohen points
out that ome mnrmt_futm of works of art is that they are publ.i.c.u
Vhen we wmake aesthetic judgements, we ave talking (oftem) about how
the work looks, not merely how it looks to us., It is a mistake to
mmamtwmmmm:mmtuﬂy“m
salves can see. Furthermore, the appearance theory canmot simply
meéan that attending to appearances is only necessary to our exper-
ience of art. The claim, to be interesting, must say something about
the sufficiency of such sctivity., Paul Ziff writes that answering
the intevests of art is always a matter of "performing certain actions:
looking, listening, reading, -w."m LIf the appearance theory asserts
no more than this, cthen it is fot only trivial but, in Cohen's words,
trifling. One has at least o look to see a painting. We want to
add that looking may not be enough.

We might consider Austin's useful survey of some proper uses
of the verbal forms "looks' and ‘appears.'

1. (a) It looks blue (vound, angular, &c.)
(b) He looks & gentlemam (a tzemp, a sport, a typical

Englishmen).
She looks (a fright, a regular frump).
2. (a) It /a colour/ looks like blue /the colouz/.
(b) He looks like a gentleman (a sailor, a horse).
3. (a2) It looks as if it is vaiming (empty, hollow),
(b) He looks as if he is 60 (going to faint).
G {l) Itlﬂﬂh“wﬂﬂn'hhﬁhmpﬁm.
locks as though he's worried about something.



1. (a) It appears blue (upside dowm, elongated, &c.).
{b) He appears a gentleman,
3. (and 4) (a) It appears as if (as though)...
(b) He appears as if (as though)...
5. (a) It appears to expand,
It appears a forgery.
(b) He appears to like her (to have recovered his

temper).
He appears to be an Egyptian.
6. (a) It appears as a dark speck on the horizon.
(b) He appears as a man of good character (gc. from
this narrative. We can also say of an actor
that he "appeared as Hapoleon',) %
7. It appears that they've all been eaten.

We note that all of these uses do not, clearly, have an associated
substantive form. We can spesk of a worried look or, perhaps, a
hollow look; but not, surely, a raining look. And what about a
forged appearance, or an Egyptian ome; or an 'all-eaten-appearance’?w
This study brings out the question whether, say, paintings have looks
or appearances at all, A freeh painting, with the canvas still wet,
might well have a new look (as well as a fresh smell). Cohen speaks
of faded looks, and we can easily imagine expensive and finished
looks. But it would not be urged that such looks are the proper
subject for aesthetic attemtion --- perhaps they are with a pemny,
butinot with a painting. We have, oftem, to ignore just these looks
to get at the work of ert. Similarly, it is by no means easy to
imagine a use of 'appearance' from ome of our examples with 'appears'.
We may say that a painting first appeared in 1950} hence, its first
appearance was in 1950, But this appearance is of sesthetic interest
mostly as history, as a bit of information om an exhibition program.

Perhaps we could say that a piece of sculpture appeared somewhat

#Wurthermore, Austin points to a possible inction between luch
and appearances. In an instructive footno hdutw.
example, "not liking his looks' from 'mot liking his appearance,’
And sometimes, looks may be part of appearances. Looks seem more
tied to the visual than do appearances, though we might not be will-
ing to press the pdint,
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diminighed in stature when placed in the large room, much as we might
say that a piece of music was laughable when played so serioualy, or
so badly; will we speak of appearances here? It is no help to by~
pass the question of whether works of art have appearances by point-
ing to a special act of 'attending to the appearance of ...' We
would deny that 'attending to the appearance' marks out a special
sort of perceptual act at all. In the penny example, attending to
the appearance is perhaps nothing more than scrutinizing the coin
a bit more carefully tham usual, e.g., checking its genuineness by
exsmining the lustre of the metal, or Lincolan's expression., Does it
look all right? If a philosopher points to a painting, on the other
hand, saying, “Attend to ite appearance”, we are a bit baffled, If
we do anything in respomnse, we likely enough go om lookingz at the
painting as before. If it were haymidss, the appearance theory would
be merely umenlightening.®

The last two classes of problems about this theory invelve ways
in which the notion of appearances is, unfortunately, harmful for
aesthetics. First, the notion and its epistemological trappings
misleadingly draw cur attention te a distinction between illusiom
(appearance) and reality. DMerely stating that aesthetics is comncerned

ﬂ:l.b:l.-yl-" makes some interesting remarks about 'appearances' in an
intuitive sense, or "looks' ---- especially in paintings or parte
of paintings. He finds some looks to be characteristically aesthetic,
€.8., suocoth looks, glosay looks, pure or vivid looks; these looks
have some sort of aesthetic commotation whemever they occur. Some
looks, on the other hand, need explanation if they are mentioned
in aesthetic conversations, e.g., angular looks., And some seem to
have no place in such contexts, e.g,, equilateral looks. Whether
this classification, construed as an effort to salvage some looks
for aesthetic purposes, can succeed is a question whose answer will
not diminish the evident plausibility of the distinctions,
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with appearances may not imply such a distinection, but judging from
the popularity of the "illusion' theory the idea is a natural develop=
ment, Clearly, when & philosopher insists that the proper subject
of sesthetic experience is only (and exactly) the appearance of the
work, then we maturally ask what is being excluded., The evident
answer from the epistemologist would be: we pay no attention to the
vay things really are, only te how they appear, There are a variety
of ways wve might make semse out of this requirement, though none need
be significant for art.

It may be useful at first to note that in many cases where we
use 'looks' and ‘appears' in simple senses, there is no suggestion
that there is a difference between the 'lock' and the way the thing
really is. Thus, to take an example from Austin, we may say "it
looks angular" and mean, absolutely, that it really is angular. As
Cohen points out: "Some looks are aspects of reality. A man with
a mean look has it evenm if he is a saint,"'®

The most obvious way we might 'distinguish appearance from
reality' is reflected in the way we say that 'appearances are de-
ceiving' or that he is 'just keeping up appearances.' And here we
are spuggesting some kind of doubt; e.g., "His gentlemanly appearance
is deceiving" suggests that he really is not so much of a gemtleman.
But merely "His appearance is deceiving" when there is nothing spec-
ial about his appearance, leaves us wonderimg what is deceiving about
him, and about his appearance. We might say "The photograph appears
retouched, but it's not.” When would we say that we are interested
in appearance and not reality, in such examples? An easy case: a
photographer wants a fashionable looking man for advertising copy,
and he doesn't care who the man is, so long as his appearance is
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that, if this is something more than an experiment in perception,

we are interested only in the way it appears; that we do not care
vhat it is really like, in some sense? We may distinguish two cases
to illuminate the relationship between 'appearance' and 'reality' here.

(1) Sometimes we have ways to determine (and reasoms to want to
determine) the way a work of art is, mo matter how it appears. A
good case is #n optical illusion, which an artist (in painting or in
film) might employ. Consider:

This set of lines locks much taller than that.

Well, it isn't, you know,
or The colors seem to clash and fight and jump where they meet.

Of course, they don't really move at all,

Here, the facts can be determined (e.g., with some measuring instru-
ment or by squinting). Suppose a dispute were to avise about such
cases. (This is difficult to imagine {a art.) We can at least say
this: 4f such illusions existed in a given painting we would be
interested both in the way the painting looks (whem you let your
eyes go funny) and in the way it really is, determined by some means,
Unless we can describe amnd settle both the appearance and the reality,
then the essential surprige when we discover the illusion will be
lost. (The artist might have intended this surprise.)

(i1) In wore interesting cases we do care what the work is
really like, but we do not know how to discredit a conflicting app-
earance that presents itself to someone else., Imagine:

(a) It H ﬂmh} greenish-blue (e.g., the color

How can you say that? It's move blueish-greem.

(b) The figure appears (looks) upside-downm,
Wo, no, it's clearly right-side-up.
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Here the pecple are talking as if the questiom could be settled.
But, in (a) we will not be convinced by an instrument which determines
the exact color by counting angstrom units. Each man can stick to
his position, saying that no matter what the evidemce, it still
_mmm{uumm. In (b) there is no instrument
which could settle the question., Ome could stop a passer-by and
secure his opindion, but this would not make & satisfying solutionm.
The example is designed to show something of what is at stake im
an appearance theory. We do not maintain that appearances are un-
important to art. {Although a sense of 'appearance' derived from
the philoscphically loaded notiom of 'private sensation' is positive-
ly harmful to sesthetics.) Neither, though, is reality unimportant,
vhen contrasted with appearances., When we cannot decide how a work
really is, and when we have conflicting opinions about how it looks,
we want to decide the question; we get a helpless feeling in conver-
sations about art: as if to say "But, but, don't you see ..,.?"
Tomas claims that "the distinction of importance to epistemolo-
gists between 'appearing x' and "being x' is of no importance to the
aesthetic observer,"’ This dictum is as ambiguous as its mate:
"the question of reality does not arise.” For Tomas's answer to
the question of reality is that the question is indifferent or unim-
portant, Thus, if somehow the Pope and his plcture present the same
appearance, then "the question that it is two diffevent stimulus
objects that appear in the same way ie irrelevant."'® The many
problems with this account have been treated definitively elsewvhere,
We may swmarize as follows. First, the question of reality truly
doas pot avise in such examples. It is precisely the aesthetic ob-
gerver, the one with keen sensibility, who knows not te bow before
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& painting of the Popdej it is, after all, galy & painting., There
is no question at all of its being real,)® 5o the question is not
one of indifference, mor is it one of uncertainty, except perhaps in
dreams. Sacomd, when we talk about art, we say certain things which
it would be impossible to say about real people or other 'real things'.
Thus, to bend a Wittgensteinian example, we do not say of a real
fork "My, that is so like a fork." Similarly, we do not, under
normal circumstances, stand before the Pope and say: "So lifelike;
it almost breathes!" Saying many of the things we do about art ==~
about realism, as well as about style and composition --- would be,
as Cohen says, absurd and fmmoval if the reality of works of art
were not perfectly clear, if tragedies vere real and portraits lived,2’
Finally, it happens that some® artists keep comstantly before our
minds the tension between the real and the apparsnt, the played
and the imagined, the actual and the illusory. (This fact is comn-
ected with the rejection of motions like psychical distance which
we will discuss in the next section.) Thus, Goddard holds his camera
on & scene while his actors turn most ridiculously to address the
theatre sudience --- a clear case of the wickedest sin for most
high-school actors. Stolnitz uses the very obvious 'played' or
'produced’ aspect of Brecht as a further example,>’ The methods
for exploiting the relationship between artist, art, and observer
are pubtle and diverge widely. These considerations have been

*Professor Cavell, in a conversatiom, has pointed out that, in parti-
cular, it is modexn artists who keep the tension between real and
appareat before our minds. It is characteristic of modern art (e.g.,
modern painting) that the traditional temptation to say that art

is appesrance (or illusion) drops cut. Om the okher hand, there

is something incomplete about saying that a non~represeantational
painting ie & thing of its owm sort, i .e., a collection of
eolor blobs paint. Ave we stuck with works of art as very

special things?
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directed against the simple model that art is appearance or illusiom
(merely, or exactly) and that reality doesn't count. A profitable
investigation for philosophy could grow out of these thoughts.
Clearly, there is temsion between illusion and reality im art, eveam
if the simple wodel is wrong. We might investigate how it is, for
example, that artists are in a position to bounce us around between
illusion end real life. Ome result is difference between things
as they ave and things as they gppear im art. {irt's reality vs.
reality icself?) These thoughts are intevesting only if axt is
woye than appearance,

Lastly, the appearance theory has prima facie applicability omnly
to the visual arts. Tomas vecognizes this limitation, but other
philosophers have been tempted to suppose that the theory cam be
extended by smalogy to other arts. Hopefully we have made the impulse
to extend the theory somewhat less atiractive, Even if the notion
of 'appearance' were useful, there would be difficult problems, Are
we prepared to speak of music as having 'sounds' in any relevant
sense? (Presumably, ‘off-key' or 'faraway' sounds are not nlmt.zz)
With respect to a poem, one version of an aesthetic vieion theory
might hold that the appearance of a poem imvolves the shapes of its
letters (or with some poets, the arrvangement of the words on the page).
Surely, such an isterpretation is uncharitable both to poetry and to
philosophy; what would do better? Finally, we must face all of lit-
erature, and mystifying arts like drama, dance, and cinema, Can
wve even find appearances here?

Where the appearance theory seems right, it seems accordingly
trivial. We do look at paintings, and pieces of sculpture; we do
listen to symphonies and read poems. Merely Lo say this, however,
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ouits a good deal that ie sesthetically velevant., Vhat i uncbject-
ioneble in the pemny story, which began this section, is that it is
possible (though mot necessarily sesthetically iuteresting) to look
wore closely thom we morually do at & pemyy. Surely, umany museum-

goers could manage a better aversge per paintiag per trip, These

thoughts, however, by ac wesns mark cut the differentls of sesthetic

experienca,

§ 4. Attitude & Ruowledge

& differcut path in the search for the aesthetic is umcovered
by the following sort of argumeat. It wmay be that there is ao ele-
weat ia sach work of art whose presomce makes that work art, And
it may be Impossible {o guarantec aa aesthelic respouse to art simply
by attending to appearances., We notice ordinary features of works
of art; vhat makes this experience assthetic 4is not vhat we notice,
but how we notice. We look im a certaia woy; we adopt a certain
attitude, Different desceiptions of this attitude have emjoyed var-
ious popularity. Sibley writes that we caa "notice no "typically
assthecic’ features fof arg/, but ordinary features in a certain way,
with admivation, delight or distaste.”’ More ambitious is Bul-
lough's famous idea of 'psychical distamce' -+~ a factor which op-
erates, at the lowest possible level, Lo keep us 'out of gear', in
asesthotic axperience, with 'practical needs and ends.' It is lack
of distance which makes che yokel jump onto the stage to rescue the
heroine; which counts ocut the jealous husband at Oghello who can't
watch the play without thinking of his own wife; and which denies
critics gua eritics amy sesthetic experience.’® Bullough's inter-
estiag action has Lsen given at lepst three intarpretations, based
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mostly on different examples. First, Bullough's example that critics
make a bad audience because of their 'practical activities' which
are "constantly endangering their Distance' is used by attitude theo-
ries which exclude from the aesthetic attitude any ' ulterior interest
or purpose,' Second, Bullough claime that Distance changes "our
relation to characters /in drama/, remders them seemingly fictitious,
not that the fictitiousness of the characters alters our feelings
towards them." If we can make any sense out of this, it again raises
the question, differently motivated in the last section, of how our
beliefs are managed in art, of the contrast between appearance and
realdity., The variant of the attitude theory seems to have a clear
path: to mluu reality in some way, namely, by a psychological
attitude, Third, attitude theories cam be created out of appearance
theories by shifting the emphasis from "appearances' to 'attending
to appearances’, in which case the sesthetic attitude involves close
attention to the 'individual physiognomy' of the object,>>

We will discuss only the attitude theory which denies any ulter-
ior interest to the aesthetic attitude., The other variants are
closely related to the sppearance theories mentioned above. A pro-
fitable line for discrediting the attitude theory is to point out
that "whenever some actual limit /to attitudes, feelings, etc.,
compatible with aesthetic experiemce/ has been proposed, in theory
or in practice, it has been characteristic of modern artists to
attempt to demomstrate its arbitrariness.”-° Artists are, like Pro-
feasor Aiken, 'comstitutionally suspicious' of theories which put
this or that material, this or that feeling, this or that attitude,

this or that experience outside the bounds of art, "“Art' is an
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open textured word,

It will, however, be worthwhile to discover what motivates the
attitude theories. Granted that such theories cammot isolate a
unique solution to the 'problem' of aesthetics, there does seem to
be something here which some critics have tried wrongly to cover.
The idea that aesthetic judgements are made in a disinterested or
impartial way began, at least, with Kant.

"We wish only to know if this mere representation of

the object is accompanied in me with satisfaction,

however indifferent I may be as regards the existence

of the object of this representation. We easily see

that in saying it is and in showing that

I have taste, I am conc s not with that in which

I depend on the existence of the object, but with

that which I make out of this representation in

myself. Every one must admit that a judgement about

beauty, in which the least interest mingles, ig,very

partial and is not a pure judgement of taste."

Kant includes a criterion of impartiality; the criterion is not met,
for example, by a critic who evaluates his son's painting or an
author who reviews his own book. And there does seem to be a way

to keep oneself impartial whem appraising debates, history or art.
1f, however, impartiality excludes sympathy, compassion, gaiety,
understanding, dreaming and wishing them art does not demand impar-
tiality. We take sides in some novels; we have our fantasy heroes;
we wish for sweet poetic love, and we understand poetic justice.

In painting, too, it is not clear what interests impartiality can
exclude if we are to look into a Rembrandt face with understanding.
What semnse of 'impartiality®' is to be applied to art? Taste seems

to imply partiality. We may indeed have reservations about a mother's
appraisal of her son's performance in a play., But it is worth noting
that if the wmother is some authority on acting --- an actress her-

self, a teacher --- her appraisal may be an excellent indication



