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of the artistic merits of the performance, despite the obvious inter-
est and partiality. This partislity may not at all impede her aes-
thetic sensitivity; it might make her look all the harder and all
the more critically; she might feel the boy's failures all the move.
What seems to be true, them, in this rather superficial reading of
Kant, is not that partiality is incompatible with making judgements
of taste (hence, with aesthetic attitude), but that partiality need
make no difference in such judgements,

What sort of requirement does the aesthetic attitude put on the
observer? Bullough's theory and milder omes postulate an elaborate
pesychological state to be necessary to aesthetic experiemce. As a
state, Distance is incompatible with anxiety, with "fears of invi-
sible dangers" and with strain or nervousness.2® Cohen points out
that, whether or not the psychological claims of the theory are reag-
onable, Bullough often regards his psychological preconditions as
marking out particular behavior, in particular, as ruling out certain
actions in practical response to art: e.g., the yokel's jump onto
the stage.”’ The jealous husband at Othello will have a heightemed
appreciation of the play, so long as he maintains proper distance,
presumably by pinching himself vhenever his persomal feelings try
to enter. If he manages, he will pot walk out of the theater, In
the end, however, a behavioral c¢riterion for Distance melts into a
perceptual criterion., Comnsider a theory that defines aesthetic atti-
tude as attending to a work im a gertain way, namely, disinterestedly,
Using such a definition we need presuppose no psychological state;
we merely describe the way ome cught to attend to a work of art, and,
as part of this description, we rule out certain pradtical interest
and involvement. The variants are, them: psychological, behavioral



and perceptual.

The theory of aesthetic attitude will mot do in any of these
forms for reasons vhich may be very briefly summarized. It is
eimply not true that aesthetic appreciation is marred by (just any)
psychological states like anxiety or fear., Ome reaction to someone
who defines aesthetic attitude by excluding such states is to say:
"But you must be thinking of only certain sorts of works of art,
expecially things like soft, beautiful, pastoral music or certain
sorts of sweet comedy. Perhaps, too, you are thinking about the
appreciation of unusual things like fog or bullfights." Cohen
writes:

"Surely, anxiety, temsion, and stress, which Bullough

takes to be incompatible with aesthetic experience,

are in fact essential to the effects not onmly of

detective fiction (from Oedipus to the present):but

(to suggest only obvious sources) uuch metaphysical

poetry, music, and expressionist

. muzzles of the battleship

pointed at the sudience, are positively memacing.”>0
It is worth noting that it would be extremely difficult to draw
a line to exclude psychological states of a certain degree from aes-
thetic experience, It seems at least plausible that an 'aesthetic
appreciation' of Bullough's fog at sea might well imvolve a very
personal sense of danger, a tingling of stomach and quickness of pulse
which might heighten rather than destroy the fog's beauty, the
“strange solitude and remoteness from the world” that Bullough des-
cribes. Without such feelings, in fact, the experience loses much
of its life. Though for some art there may be no question of anxiety,
some works may strive positively to create it. The notiown of die-

tance may serve some useful purpose im this conc

gives us a place to stand, as it were, to criticize certain abbera~
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tions. That is, wve can make sense of the notiom, and it is then
possible to say of a work of art that it does not allow one to main-
tain distance: 4if, for instance, its subject matter is highly moving
or if it rouches one in a direct way. The term has critical uses.
But to say that a work fails as art because of a defect in its
'distanceability' (philosophical words are easy to bend) is not to
offer a reason, but to give an explanation which requires more argu-
ment,

Consider the perceptusl varient of the theory. George Dickie's
argument agaiust the 'seeing in & certain way' attitude theory may'
be summavized as follows. (1) The attention of the interested spect-
ator (i.e., the one whb attends interestedly, or not disiaterestedly)
ig not "different in kind from that of the ordimary spectator", (i.
€., the one with disinterested, and hopefully asesthetic attention.)
(2) Other cases --- daydreaming before a painting, being jealous at
‘a performance of Othello --- ave siwply cases of mot ltmdtu.n
(And (3), the theory is misleading; we will return to this.) Thus,
in point (2), Dickie points out that insofar as the jealous husband
has his personal problems in mind, even when he is watching the play,
he is distracted from it --- wot 'attending to it distractedly.’

For ghat last is not attemding at all, This seems, as one might say,
phenomenologically correct. Dickie adds that oftem distractions
will not destroy one's attention to the play and need not seriously
mar one's appreciation. But the discussion of point (1) seems a

bit misdirected. Consider the following examples. (a) Two room-
mates listen to a musical plece; one is cramming for a music exam

on the following day, while the other is listening for pleasure.

(b) A playwrite and an ordimary playgoer watch the same rehesrsal
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of & play, the first with a view to rewriting it. (e) Two men read
a poen; one reads it ‘the nowmsl way', while the other reads it as
data for & psychological study of the author; or, while the other
looks for social criticism, Dickie wants to make a similar move
in gll three cases. He says variously: ({a) "There is only ome way
to listen (to attend) to music."? (b) The sttention of the play-
write is the same as the ordinary men's. (c) "An intercst may lead
& reader to concentrate his attention om certain 'informational'
aspects of a poem and to ignore the remsining asspects..." "...As
deplorable a8 such a sustained practice may be, it is at best a case
of attending to certain features of & poem and ignoring others,' >
That ie, it ip pot a case of a different gort of attending. Dickie
slips into a viev to be discussed more generally in the next sectiont
nemely, that the sctual perception or attitude is the same for both
the aesthetic and the non-aesthetic observerj but atteation in these
cases is directed at different features, different aspects of the
work. Why should we insist on this? It does nct seem gafe from
Dickie's owa point of view; and it secms wromg to boot., We lesave
open to the aesthetic attitude-theorist the following move: extend
the argument to sey that attending to certain ggpects of a work is
compatible with aesthetic emperiemce, but attending to certain others
ig not --- hence, a new definition of sesthetic attitude,

Theve is an easier, less misleading way to counter the attitude
theory here, It seems at best oversimplifying to say that there is
only one way te listen to musicj or to say that the attention of the
playwrite and of the ordinary man do not differ in kind, but are
merely directed at different features. Both roommates may listen

for thematic dﬂﬂm:; but the ome with the exam may try to achieve
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a clearer, more expressible understanding of such development than
his more relaxed roommate. Both playwrite and spectator may have
an interest in a play's plot; but the playwrite may detect weakness
ia character or fsult in dialogue which his less wmotivated companion
accepts as unvemavrkable, It is difficult to characterize the dif-
forence between the "interested' amd 'disinterested' attention in
each case; it is sufficlent that we understand the difference in this
sense: we have an idea what each approech would be like (e.g., we
know how one wight study & piece of music.)¥ The exsuples are im-
portant in proving the attitude theory wroug not by showing that
'interested' and 'disinterested’ attention are in these cases both
the seme; rather, the pecple invelved sve doing different things
and heving different experiences. The cases of "interested' att-~
ention are as important to art, as sesthetically relevant, as their
'disinterested’ mates. (It would be possible to imvestigate the
relation between the activities; one is entirely responsive, while
the other requires respouse and something else,) We do not need
to exclude students or playwrites from the realm of art.

*Profassor Cavell heas remarked thet the relatianship between the
student's asctivity and his roommate’s is similar to that between
practicing snd playing an imstrument, For, first, the two activi-
ties do not compete., Studying is very much like listening, as prac-
ticing is like playing. But studying does not replace listening and
is in a certain way preparatory to it. Practicing, tco, has a def-
inite place in music --- in art --- buc it is by no means the whole
thing. (It may be & mesns for acquiring a technique,) It is char-
acteristic, for example, that both when practicing and studying music,
we stop every now and them, to play & passage over again, There are
speclal ways these related sctivities are carried on. In a certain
sense, too, the listening or playing is a goal which the other act-
ivities help achleve.
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Finally, let us rveturm to the behavioral criteria for aesthetic
attitude which axe displayed in the yokel cxample. Does the yokel's
jumping onto the stage to save the heroime display a lack of proper
distance? 1s this lack, in fact, the difference betwaea the yokal
and the reat of the audience? Imaglae this: the yokel falls im love
with the heroine the moment she comes on stage. He tries to res-
traia himself threughout the play as the villiaa tries to do her
dirty. Finally he jumps up, shouting, "I can't stand it any loager!"™
«== A strange model, indeed! We really caunot imagine such a sit-
uation. A better exaumple might be the followiag. A yokel, walking
near a zeilroad track, sees a villaian tyiag dowa khe heroine. They
are ---~ unbekuowvanst to him --- movie actors. When he runs up and
spoils the ghot, his eucuse will not be that he failed to maiutain
digtance, He will say, "I didn't koow it was a wovie." (This yokel
must have goue socphistication. Again, if he ceaonot understand what
a wovie L8, then move is lacking thax distance.) Our point is that
the behevioral manifestations of distance or of the assthetic atti-
tude otherwise understood can amount to nothing wore than knowing
“what a play is and ... hov one behaves is the theatre,"34 Ouce
this knovledge is present, certain abberrations are ruled out,
"If the yokel learus what it 1is to go to & play we shall be adble to
do the play in a fileld, without costumes, aad in prose, end still
expect him to react properly,"d>

These considerations lead us to see vhat is at stake in aotions
of aesthetic attituds, distance, and disinterest., All that is really
supposed for begimning sesthetic experieace is 2 kuowledge of what
art, in a particular case, is; of vhat one does with art., Thus,
while distance may be & useful wmetaphor im commection with some works,
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definicional quest, again, iz a very paviicular semse: 1t aims at

o secure definition by which we can determine whether x {8 art, of
some kind, It looks for the kmowledge the yokel lacks, who doesa't
know what & play L5 or how tc beheve ia & theatrs; oaly here we are
all yokels und we need & new idea of vhat art is.*

Such probleme about sesthetic sttitude axre uwot omes easily
susceptible to philosophical solutisn. Faillosophy, im fact, must
traia itself eway from a quest for hard definiticas im thir part of
zsstheties. Fhilosophy way help us decide what to do with werks of
art. It can offer categories) but it csunot replace the looking.

§ 5. Aspects

All of the theories we have bLeen workiag with share a spirit,
They all atteupt to veduce the zangs of sesthetic experience by
definlag it ia tewws of certala kiuds of perception, certalm atti-
tudes, kmowledge or activities. Some philoscphers have criticized
the particular theories but salvaged their redustioalst spizit by
vetizing to yet ancther idea: the aspect. Wa will make a short
study of the uotion, which desexves more siteation than 1t has gotten,
Can 1t pesform the philescpbical tasks azzamged foz it? Aspect the-
cries come in all shapes and foruws «~~ Lypleally an aesthetic ghe-
ozy about gaything cam be wade into aa aspect theory --- but we will

*Cavell remards that what is interesting is §BB “very posaibility
of 'yokelhootl®,"

5 ;
el b g«
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consider a 'full-fledged' form and u 'hedging' form,

We will take our full-fledged aspect theory from certain remarks
‘of Paul Ziff in "Reasons ln Art Critlelsu'., Waile a great many
things wmay emter late aestheilc ewperience (or, in the case of Ziff's
paper, iats aesthetic appreciation), ia svme very ilmportant and
weli-defined way aspects are the proper concern for aesthetics,

Zi1f says that "nothlng can be & reascu wiy a paintiang is good or
bad unless it l2 conceined with whai can be looked at in the peinting,
unlmithmnﬂwithuhtm,umm.hm"“
This is sc Decause ealy & reason aicut soumethiag that cam be seen,
in scme semse, will 'gulde one lu the contemplation of the work,'
And exactly the sozt of something that can, in somc sense, be seen
is some sort of gggeck; 'eee this diserder' pointe Lo an aspect in
4 way chat "thde paiuting wes dome in Rowe' does wot. "Suppose one
were tolds ‘'Notice that the work was Joue while the artist was in
Rome,' one could reply: 'mtﬂututmmld:nlnkm““
¥e eall cthis theory 2 iull-{ledged aspect theory because the meaning
of 'aspest' is eventually made clear, and because the role of aspects
in sesthetics is wove or lese cavefully outlined., Thus, Ziff cont>
raste saying 'The painting is a seascupe’ with sayiug "The painting
is disorgenived’, The first divects atteation to the subject matter
of the paintiang, tells us what kind of paiatiang it is. The second
directs attentiou Lo an aspect of the paiuting, namely its organiza-
tion, Aspects have properties of their own., Some aspects, like
organization and colox, ave aspects of gll peaiutings. One can talk
about the orgaaization of even the most discrganized painting.
Further, some aspecis "admit of questious of wm“’m That is,
one simply recognizes that a paiuting is & seascape: gemerally,
it 48 or it fea't. But a painting way be wore or lcss orgenized;
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one does mot I:l.wl:r motice its organiszetion; one 'centemplatos'
it.® In any case, ZL£f speaks of pointing to sn aspect as referring
te & point in a dinension; terms 1like "organized' or 'incoherently
organized’ attribute a "location to the pafnting in the dimemsion
o!ormm# Referring to a point in a disensidn is doing
pore than werely divecting sttention to a dimension, though the
sene stotepent moy do both, (E.g., & report of dubject matter is
not a repert of an aspect; a repert of the handling of subject
watter f{e.) The Luportance of aapeets for Ziff's theory is that
only reports on aspects (but not om 211 espects) can be ruasons vhy
the vork is good or bad, This fact is comnectad vith Z4ff's more
general definition that a good work of art {im particular, of painte
ing) is one for vhich the performence of the velevant ac: of aspecs
tion ("looking in some way"*?) 1s worthwhile. Only & report om
aspects can make any difference to the worth of a particular act
of aspection, wWa will zeturn to this belew,

iet us now mention a hedging aspect theory, Such a theory
way be aupectsd %o give a relatively lndefinite sense of ‘aspect’
and o raly heavily oa the notion without maiing its tasks pared-
eularly alear, Aspects, as we saw in the last zection, can pop
up as part of a philosophieal retreak: oue wants to attack a given
Sheory of zesthetic easence, but ome can't entirely shake the aotion
iteself, George Pickie scens to B¢ retreating in this way, Llet us
consider his remarks with respect to literature, sbout people who
fall to adopt the alleged sesthetic attitude tovards {it. "“Some
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poems simply are or contain social criticism and 2 complete reading
must pot £ail to note this fact."'> The alert reader, evidently,
notices social-criticism-aspects. For, "an interest may lead a read-
er to concentrate his attemtion (vhen he does read a poem) om cer-
tain 'informational' aspects of the poem and igmore the remaiming
aspects."** Dickie seems to let imto the 'aesthetic state' atteation
to all sorts of aspects relevant to all sorts of interests. He
insists, somewhat lamely but in a profound tome, that many works of

art have many mu.“

Both theories lead to difficulties over aspects, though some
of these are considerably more serious then others., Ziff's usage
is more careful, and he makes some points worth making about how
to look at art. For, as Pole (among others) has poiated out, we
tend to feel that the best criticism "fixes itself most tenaciously
on the qualities that are actuslly in the work of art."° Such
eriticism guides the ordinary observer. Ome way to make sense of
the words 'ia the work' is through the word 'aspect'; we cam, in
some way, point to an aspect in the painting. Alternately: reports
on an aspect lead us (direct our attention) towards the painting.

But Ziff's major point is ghat a work is good or bad according
as the interests served by performing the relevant act of aspection
are vorthwhile. Though all kinds of facts may bear om the appre-
:uﬂmnflm,mmmnwhmmku
good or bad. How ave these reasons comnected with aspects? :.&u
consider the three methods Ziff uses to disallow some given fact
about a painting as a reason. First, some facts, for example those
mnuum-mmunt-muﬂ(-.p.nmﬂ.
do not refer to an aspect in the requisite semsej thus they arém't.
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reasons, Second, & painting's color, which is &n aspect in an ob-

. vious way, and may be & point in a dimension, "is mnot likely to

make any difference to amyone in his contemplation of a painting,"*®
Third, some facts about 2 painting such as its largemess or its re-
volting subject matter, may make a difference to the contemplatiom,
but they are not aspects in the requisite sense. They remder works
eccessible (or inaccessible) for contemplation. They make a work
worth contemplating "well worth comtemplating”. Thus they camnot
be the basis for reasome. In that case, the notiom of 'aspect'
mixed with notions like 'worth of contemplation’ seems to be doing
extra work in excluding parts of paintings from the domain of cri-
ticism or of contemplation in 2iff's extended semses. But some
elements of paiantings --- let alone the other arts --- refuse to be
clasgified among aspects in any obviocus way. Thus, is the express-
ion of a painted face part of the subject matter of a painting, or
an aspect, a point in some dimension? If we are tempted to say the
former, then think of a painting of which we say: "Notice that she's
smiling, or almost smiling --- well, maybe that is no emile at all,"
It might be worthwhile to contemplate the painting simply because
of the wonderful smile/mot-smile., And when a color does make a
difference, has it suddenly become the proper kimnd of aspect?
Sibley contrasts the expressions 'so blue' and 'such a blue’,*’
Each has a different feeling, and each points, as it were, to some-
thing different about the color. Is it obvious im a given case
whether "And the sky has such a blue..." or any other report om an
aspect will qualify as 2 reason? HMay we not marvel at an artist's
use of color? Finally we seem to be able to make even a painting's
largeness into an aspect, For, we can conceive of a painting which



contemplation well worthwhile; if the painting weve small it would
be ridiculous, laughable, no good at all. It may be true that sise
alone is sn insufficient reason; but in a similer way, it is a rare
painting that can stand on its orgamization alone --- such a work
might better be called a design. The thrust of these remarks is that
‘aspect’ in Ziff's narrow semse excludes too much which we might
want to call ‘aspect’.* And aspects in some broader sense might
make better reasons than Ziff supposes. What Ziff has to say about
muﬂﬂﬂuﬂnﬂ.wﬁﬁt&mh.hmwﬂmm.
aspected is velatively clear. But, tyue or mot, aspects in the
restricted sense cannot do the job.

Hedging theories ave easier to eriticize because they say
almost nothing. If it is mot generally possible ko distinguish aes-
thetic attitude from various non-aesthetic attitudes, them there is
at least a place for the argument that we can speak of atteation to
historical aspects, psychological aspects, and, presumably, aesthe~
tic aspects of works of art. (Or arve sll aspects of a work of gzt
sesthetic ones?) In arguing against this way of spesking we do mot
say that it makes no sense to speak of a poem, say, as having 'in-
formational aspects.' 1f some weighty comeclusion is to be drawm
for aesthetice, however, we must be clear about what such aspects
can do for our theory. Many works have many aspects, Dickie tells
us, and a complete experience will mot ignorve them. This aspect

*In fact, he gives but ome definite example of the proper sort of
aspect: namely, what is called to our sttention in saying 'lNote the
organization,'
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formula, we contend, is at best useless, and at vorst misleading:

it gives us mo hints about what we do in reading a poem. That is,
to say 'One must attend to all of a poem's aspects, be they histor-
ical, moral, cr gesthetic' tells us nothing; for so far, anything

that we may notice about a poem may be an aspect --- and we ave left
mwmﬂﬁmthmnn-.mm“hmwtm
reader on guard for all kinds of separable aspects. (This last is
clearly & mistake for some poems,) All we have said is 'Read the

poen, and got out of it what you cam,” It does mot take philosophy
to get us this far.

In gay case, we seem in a muddle about aspects. On the one hand,
if the notion is made strong, it begine to exclude from art what
would be better left in., 1If it is weak, then it excludes nothing
end, in zact, says nothing, Here is an avea vhere philosophy can do
its proper task, end perhape shed some light on aesthetic problems,
too. For there are a mmber of profitable investigations left with
respect to aspects which seen to have some besring om art. We will
make a brief stert on some of these, expecting wodest results.

First, we may try to discover what aspects sre in our normal
experience.® . The quarrel with the philosophical use of the word
is oot a gquarrel with gay use. GCemerdlly, to ssy that some object
has many aspects is to say that we can look at it in many ways.
We are not, in any literal semse, talking about something that a

*Strictly , in our use of Wittgenstein's sense of "aspect’
we do mot ¢ to be setting out the complete use of the
vord. His investigation is interesting because it represente e

wore or less indépendant of aesthetic consideratioms.
Yet, his 'vesults' ave of use to us.
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thing has. This is evidently the sense Wittgenstein has in mind:
BESERL  a y n ,
gﬂﬂ:!ﬂiﬁﬂfw « I ecall this experience
noticing an aspect.
Ve could best discover what is happening here by examining the
grammar of certain phrases. For example, Wittgemstein distinguishes
between the "continuous seeing' of an aspect and the "dewning' of
en aspect., For, with his duck rabbit it would be pessible never to
see the duck, but only the rabbit., And one would suddenly see the
rabbit with a sort of surprise.’’ Similarly, ve may spesk of the
‘changing of an aspect' (e.g., of a two-dimensionsl drawing of a
cube), The experience of seeing it alternately as concave or convex
is familiar. In this sense, too, we can say that the aspect changes
while the picture itself does nmot. Ome might say: our interpre-
tation changes much as we may interpret the same face in more than
one way. (We may describe it ¢ifferently, mimic it differemntly.)
Seeing an aspect can be like recognition. To use another
Wittgensteinian word, the dawning of an aspect is like a material-
m.n A figure may emerge from a previously unintelligible
peinting; then the rest of the picture falls together. Here is Ehe
'seeing in & new way' that the critic can produce, And such 'seeing
aspects’ can be distinguished from ordinary seeing. Thus, it is odd
to speak of a conventional drawing of a face by saying: "Now it's
a facel"™ We might ask: "Well, what wes it before? What has chang-
ed?" Furthermore, though it is perfectly pessible to miss an aspect
-=-- never to have it dawn, for example --- there are problems with
asking, once one has seen an aspect, "For how long did you see it?"
Wittgenstein gives some examples of what we should answer in such



a case, @.g., that after a few minutes we stopped being struck by
the aspect. But

"oeelf Le says he is avare of it fe.g., of the depth

of a design/ only occasionally (when talking about it,

perhaps) --- do I believe ?  These answers will

strike me as resting on a foundation. -~~~ It will

be different if he says that the object somet strikes

him as £flat, sometimes as three-dimensional,"

One final point about 'seeing aspects' involves the way that one

can notice an aspect, and then be able (or unable) to describe it.
For often, te reproduce the plcture exactly will not be the best

way to represent the aspect you saw.* In general, the descriptions
of a picture by people who have sean differemt aspects of it will
differ in certain ways. Imagine the differemnt descriptions of people
who see the rabbit, and those who just see dashes and lines.

"If someone sees a smile and does mot kmow it for

a smile, does not understand it as such, does he see

it differently from someone who unders it? <ee

He mimics it differeantly, for instance,"

Wittgenstein says a good deal move about his notion of "seeing
aspects’ «-= much of it cruelly obscure, We have enough, however,
to get a lock at some of the problems about ‘aspect' for our Btudy.
As Wittgenstein points out, acsthetic conversations make use of
expression asbout seeing aspects in just his sense. "You have to
see it like this, this is how it is weant," Acpects are seen in
painting, heaxd in music (as we recognize a theme as & variation),

and perhaps felt in poetyry (as we are struck or gripped by an image).

#1t iz worth noting that 'to reproduce the picture exactly' could

mean showing & reproduction of the picture, We might do this to pouint

out one we saw. But if we are asked to reproduce the picture

as exact uum. mtnﬁmﬂllhhmbyuhltw
ehiilosophic. = itiong, p. 204e. In repor-

I should not make,")
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Clearly we could find more examples. It is worth noting that Ziff's
aspects are somewhat narrower than Wittgenstein's, while Dickie's
are considevably broader., Por Ziff, aspects presumably do not dawn;
seeing them requires wove than recognition; one must contemplate
them or study them to locate the point in the dimension. For Dickie,
aspects can be missed, ignoved, and slighted, Though they are,
as we shall say, larger than Wittgenstein's, similer things can be
said, Ome might say to a playgoer: you have missed the social aspect
of the play, its inhevent social eriticism, Similerly, one might
say: "That painted face is uot really smiling; you miss the some-
vhat ambiguous expression in the eyes, around the nose. Doesn't
the smile seem a bit sour, a bit forced?" Or, one might claim:
"fhe suthor makee you laugh, but there is sarcasm aud bitterness
behind his humor --~ don't you feel 1t1" All of these expressions
may be comgidered to be about aspects xelevant to art:, and about
their detection and descriptiom.

The peint of this investigatioa is to dolimit the usefulness
of aspects in talking sbout art. Ve must deny any attempt to define
art in terms of mmn high-fallutin' sspects. We cemnot, thus,
accept any theory which would make 'seeing aspects' the sole or su-
preme aesthetically relevant activity; nor aave we any use for the
idea that a "complete' experience of a work of art is a matter of
considering all its aspects. These theories are unacceptable because
they explain nothing and put too much philosophical weight on the
word ‘aspect'. Again ve may turs to Wittgenstein. An aspect is not
sowething an object, say a painting, has --- not in the way it has
eolor, or weight, or even shape. "Seeing aspects" is something we
do with paintings; and it {e meve than one ching. We are inclined
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to say that we must know certain things to see aspects;] e.g., we
know how to see them, how to describe them, how to get people to motice
them, Put anather way, the language games of seeing sspects are
themselves determined by our relationship to art. Wittgenstein's
'aspect-blind' man, who cannot see the change in aspects, for whom
aspects never dawn, 15 almost unintelligible to us. "The 'aspect-
blind' will have an altogether differeat relationship to pictures
from curs."° "Sesing sspects' is something we learn to do in a very
natural wey. DBut to gay that we learn to see aspects is not to say
that we wan, in any simple way, show someone else how to do it.
It i3 sot as if we could tesch a techaique, like squinting or staring
fizedly at a point. One might be able to do all this --- squiant,
trace designs in the air --- and have mo idea what to look for.
Seeing veopects reguires the capability of "making certain applice-
tions.”’ Purthermore, ve may have vhatever techaique there is to
seeing aspects, and yet not get the aspect to click into view,
(Remember the frustration of not being able to get the right sense
of perspective in some dravings. In & similar way, we feel helpless
trying to teach the "aspect-blind' mam.) It is true emd unsurprising
that we see (hear, foel) aspects in art: this is one way we might
describe something that goes on. Ve must net suppose, however, that
knowing what it is to see aspects will tell us what to do with art;
rather, it is art vhich will teach us how to see aspects, which
agpects to see,

We will comclude this chepter with an investigation of an ex-
presgion closely related to the sense of "seeing aspects' developed
above. The iavestigation i5 wore basic; cftem the phencmenon of
of seeing aspects is described with terms like "He sguw figure A
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first ag x, and then gg y." It is important in art to point out
any uncertainty in the usage of 'seeing... as' and kin expressions.

(1) In art we are often tempted to adopt the 'see...as..'
formula., "I see the picture as a face." But Wittgenstein makes the
important point that we do not always use this expression. Sometimes
it is improper. Hence, "I camnot try to see a comventional picture
of a lion ag a lion, any more tham an F as that letter.">8 When
there is no question, you don't see the picture as a face; you see
the face. Ve might advance a similar explanation in other arts:
vhen there is no question that a play is social eriticism, you domn't
attend to it gg social criticism; you pay attentiom to the play,
social criticism and all. (You may succeed in ignoring the social
criticismj but to say that gemerally social criticism has no place
in drama is, foremost, to give a statement of preference.)

(ii) Why do philosophers adopt the words "see ... @s..." at
all? There seems to be the feeling that in art we are doing something
that is seeing, but not regular seeing, That is, to say that vhen
ve look at some lines we see a face might ~-- were it mot for the
ordinariness of such experiences --- sound truly odd, Do the lines
conjure up & hallucination? The amswer is: "No, I see the lines
as a face." We do not pretend that the lines form a face (i.e.,
that everything is there, as it were, in our mental picture.) It
is rather that with an unconventional drawing someone might look
and see nothing but lines, until we say "See it as a face: these
dots are the eyes..." Contrast the commands “See this face ..."
and “"See this as a face...: Sometimes, the second command would get
results vhere the first would get blank stares. Onmee it is clear
vhy we feel the need for special words (clearly, there is more to
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it than what we have said), we have a better idea what “see ...
88..." can do for us.

(iii) In cases where we do say that we are seeing x as y we have
ways of expleining ourselves., That is, if we describe a painted face
thus: "I pee the smile as deceitful"; thenm there are certain stories

we might make up to represent our impression. We might mimic the
m.ﬂ It is jmportant that we have ways of :-nmkw
a painted person, or a character in a play, much as we do with real
people. We may have to imagine more tham we see. Consider, too,
"1 see that line as a hand." I might go om to point out the fingers;
or the rest of the bedy; or the particular grasping look of the lime.
As Wittgenstein points out, the most important part os a 'see...

as.." expression is the explemation, or "representation of 'what is
nu'."m

(iv) 'Seeing as..' suggests a comparison, where none is in
question. "'Seeing dashes as a face' does not involve a comparison
umnlmniMMamthu.“ﬂ Wittgenstein
claims that "seeing...as..' is really a kind of interpretation,
The importance of this claim is partly that it ignores the temptation
to think that vhat we see the thing aes is in any senmse separable from
the thing itself, In absorbing the expression of a face "I don't
find a prototype of this expression in my mind; rather I, as it were,
cut & seal from the impression."®? We have a similar idea that one's
interpwetation of a work of art is @ a most obvious way attached
to it ~-- one's interpretation of a plece of music is playing it
this vay.

(v) '"Seeing as' implies more then plain 'seeing' with respect,
then, to both the object seen and the person seeing., One ounly sees
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% a¢ somethimg when there is some question about it, or whem one
could make up an example to show that one might pot see x as some-
thing. And 'seeing as' requires that the observer must react in
certain ways to what he sees: he must be able to imagine certain
things, to explain what he sees. This is part of the language-geme.,
"I gee that cloud as a winged horse” leaves ome open to the question
"Where are the wings?” The requirements on the observer who uses
these expressions have consequences for our theory,

Notably, consider the mysterious dictum 'see a play (e.g.)
as a play.* lmﬁamm tvwo meaningful ways one might iater-
pret this injunction, each of which makes certain presuppositions
about the observer, (a) '"Seeing a play as a play' could be comtrasted
with seeing it 'es a bit of real life,' In this case, to see it
as a play would be, simply, to kmow that it is a play and not ‘real’
-== this ic not a case of eeeing at all. (b) "Seeing a play as a
play' could exclude 'seeing it as anti-Papal propagenda'’ (e.g.,

The Deputy). The suggestion “see it not only as a play" would mean
that we must not see it merely as a certein dramatic form and ignore
other elements, (Hopefully, the idee is expressed without eircularity.)
This is velated to our earlier discussion, It is at least clear

that ignoring social criticism or moral vision takes a rather conscious
effort with many plays and novels.

(vi) We may finally consider the Aikenesque position which
proposes 'normative’ senses of sesthetic. Aesthetic objects are
taken to be those scen as, appreciated as, or treated as works of
art. We can imagine cases where these expressions might be used,
although they are rather specialized. A man might be examining a
large piece of pottery., The command "Treat it as a piece of art!"™
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might then mean only to be careful, to handle it delicately, Simi-
larly, if & museum guide points to a primitive hand-axe saying "Look
at it as a plece of art" we might marvel at the deftness of its
construction and the grace of its fluted edge, The unfortunate
thing here is that gothiug can rest on the phrase "see...a8 a work
of art."” 1If these words are to have an effective meaning, the ob-
gerver pust already know how one treats art, The words 'treat as
art' already presuppose & whole realm of activities from prising to
contemplating. In this way, if some one were to hand us a book say-
ing “appreciate this as a chemical compound" (which it surely is in
some ways), we do mot know what to do if we do not already know
about chemistry., The analogy is imperfect but its force is obvious.

In this section we have tried to umpack the notfon of "seeing
aspects' in its various forms. The aim has beem to show that, inso-
uruumﬁplquuhuut.m“-p:muﬂlufkmwlda
that make the notion of 'aspect' a useful analytical tool. The
biggest obstacle to an aesthetic theory based on aspects, however,
is the multiplicity of possible senses of the word. The first job
of a theoretician must be to make us understand the concepts he lays
the most weight om,



Chapter IV
Our investigation so far has been directed against theories

whose general motivation was to dofine sesthetic emperience by re-
feremce to eppearances, activities, attitudes or gspects. We have
tried first to displey the crippling uniformity which these notions
would impose upon art and second to get behind the crucial words

to show that they cammot support their philosophical burdens, In

this section and the next we shall mske some brief beginnings in e
study of aesthetic judgement. Our comviction ie that, though the

tradition bas produced few results, philosophical anslysis can illus
uinate crucial motioms in art,

Philosophy has an especislly fruitful aves of favestigation
in aesthetic judgement. Art 18 a public institution; that is, we
make all kinds of statements about art, and these statements are
subject to public scrutiny and discuesion, (At least, this is one
way art is public.) Ve may exsmine requiremente put on these state-
ments: structural and grammetical requirements, as well as substan-
tive ones. The aim is to discover peculiarities in art and its

surrounding institutioms (e.g., criticism), amd to gain some degree
of perspicuity. In this sectiou we will survey twe kinds of logical
(grammatical) requirement: (i) that aesthetic judgements be, in that

peculiar semse, universalizable; amd (ii) that sesthetic judgements
have certain sorts of supporiing reasons, In the next section we
will consider 2 substantive requirement: the criteria of relevance
to which sesthetic judgements ave subject,
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(i) There has been considerable discussion of the fact, noted
perhaps most importantly by Kant, that sesthetic judgements are sub-
jective, yet made with a universal voice.! The claim 1s made clear
by Rant's examples: note the difference betweem saying "This thing
is pleasant” and "This thing is beautiful.” For, to the former
statement one might be imclined to add "for me", One cannot in the
same way ssy "This thiug is beautiful, for me" because ome "must
not call it besutiful if it merely pleases /ome/self.™ Ve must be
sure that in wmakiug judgements of Leauty the satisfaction is infended
to involve everyone, Ve speak g if claiming that everyone does
(and should) agree with us, Without this claim "it would never come
into our thoughts to use Lhe expression at all." Ve may interpret:
Kant's words with Cavell, who velates this claim about our linguistic
usage to the appeal of ovdinavy langusge philosophers to "what
'H'IIEMMHMI:HMWQEM“Z The regquirement
of ‘universalizability' i1s what might be varicusly called a logical
or grammatical requirement ou aesthetic judgements., The requirement
exists in the face of considervable disag:sememt about aesthetic
matters.

Determining how far it is true that we speak with & universal
voice in asesthetics becomes an interesting philosophical problem
about the ingtitution of art. This feature of aesthetic judgements
derives from the fact that experiencing works of art is at omce public
and pxivate., These are rvather loose words, Euxperiencing art is a
private, or individual affair, not Lecause others are excluded from
'my' experience, but because obvisusly emough I must do some work.
I must look, listem, read, feel etc., if I aw to get anywhere im art.
Here is another basis for the ides that what the critic talks about
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must be "in the work of art', or that others can give at best 'reasons

to suppose' such and such about a work. These are true claims insofar
as they reaffirm that there must come a peint in any work of art
vhere we must open our eyes and look for ourselves.®* To know about
ert at second hand is not to kmow about art at all. In vhat seanse,
then, is it true that art is public; or, to make the answer less
obvious, how does art's being public affect judgements in sesthetics?
We venture that judgements about art are public because when they
are spokem, we intend that they be taken as umiversal, in Rant's
sense,# That is, we operate on the basis that if anyone else looks,
he will gee it, toco. People may not see it, tooj but there must be
at least the hope that they will, if omly we point well emough.
Criticiem rests on such facts. One thing the critic does is return
his audience to the work to share an experiemce. Or, altermatively,
the critic may point to line, contimuity, organization, development.
numumm-nvtumh:n-w.* The measure of
2 critic's success is not how much he manages te say about a work.
It is rather how much he menages to say with wvhich we can agree from
our experience of ghe work, both with and without his words in mind,
It is universalizability that led Tolstoy to demand art which every-

* We might note, at point, even 'looking for ourselves'
implies public, That is, aspects that we may see may well
depend on our being abl something with them, Ve need to make
some interpretation of what we see even to see it, If this seems
strange, think how we learn use drawings, stylized representations.
We may alse record Wittgenstein's anthropological point: (p.20le)
M'ﬂmﬁmmmuhﬂﬁﬁuum

%

do
wve
to

another important way that art is publict: the artist
not matter how small. Theve
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one could understand, which was available to all men. But Tolstoy
got it wrong. Clearly, not all art is equally accessible, nor will
we ever get empirical verificstion for aesthetic judgements from all
menbers of the brotherhood of man. It is still true, however, that
the wman vho says, "This poem may seem cheotic, but in fact it is
quite pointed", but who camnot (or will mot) then begin to help ya
share his view, will heve little influence with us. We camnot, for
example, always knowv wvhat he mesns. Another wey of saying this is
that there must be some common ground from which we can work in art;
it is not a common ground we can sclnowledge, although we can eppre-
ciate the fact thetssomeone else is net playing our geme,

§ii) Does our making sesthetic judgements 2lways presuppose
thet we have reasons for them? Clearly, giving our reasons for
judgesents 1s one way to secure the agreement mentioned above.

Ve may make a short grasmatical study of "reasons' in art, to see
how art's public nature affects conversatioms in art. The modiél
secms to be: of various facts which support an aesthetic judgement,
some are reasous why the judgement is true and others are not.
Consider the following ceses.

- S80Sy gt 20 e
2, (a) Because it is a Rembrandt,
I believe that Paul Ziff would say that (1) shows a reason why the
painting is good, whereas (2) sucws omly a resson to suppose that
the painting is good,” One explanation for this difference might
be: (1) refers to somothing we can gee or contemplate in the paint-
ing. (Though, of course, soc does (2) in a very regular, if different
way.) Sibley gives amother way to draw the distinction. "A may in

fact be she reason something is B, and yet the knowledge that that



65
thing has A may provide po vesson or justification for supposing that
it bas B,"® Thus, presumably a painting might be good because of
its organization, though we would probably not say that 'being well-
organized' always makes & good painting. We may make the following
further contrasts.

3. (a) This poem hange together. (b) Why?

(a)l. Well, just listen ...(reads)...
or (a)2. Hote the unity of form, the crystallization
of one thought.

Here, (a) offers what Sibley calls "perceptual proof" =--- & way of
justifying a judgement different from reasoned lu'ppo‘l.'t.r Again,
Ziff wvants to distinguish 'a reason x is so' from "a sign (or indi-
cation) that x is so.' That my teacher doesn't like it may be a
gign or an indication that it is bad, But it is not a reason. It
may be profitable to insist that reasons are distinguishable from
signs or indications, or from reasons to suppose., But this much is
true: we offer such and such a fact as a reason for our judgement,
if we believe that if the other accepts the fact, he will accept
it a8 & reason., That is, we may point out many facts, all of which
leave the other free to say what he will. But at a certain point,
we, as it were, demand agreement with what we say. If the other
person accepts our facts, he is playing a different game if he does-
n't aceept our conclusions. So we stop talking.

it makes somevhat wore semse to imvestigate under what condi-
tions we will ask someone to give his reasons, when he will be ex-
pected to have reasons (be able to give them), and when he will
accept other reasons (make them his own), Although we may have
reasons for many of our judgements, it does not always make sense

to ask "For what reasons?" That is, we camnnot give reasoms.
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1. "That is a terrible paianting." "For what reasons?
- M w:u't like that painting.?Y YWhy not? For what
reason?"
3. "That line is so graceful.” "Why do you say that?
What do you mean?"

4, "Such a blue!" "What about it?"
In example 1, the request for reasons seems usually justified.
(We can imagine cases where both people would grimace together
before the painting and move on in agreement; or where a look would
give all reasons.) Example 2 does not demand reasons in the same
way. Statements like that in 2 always seem to leave the option of
saying "I don't know why; I just domn't like it somehow." (A char-
acteristic remark with meny films.) Such a retreat may be dangerous;
others may lose regard for such opinions, or think the persom in
question is a bit fuszzy. But there need be mo such result; one may
gimply be bewildered, In 1, however, there is no chance to say
"I don’t knmow; it just is." If we do, then someone can discount us
with a simple opinion or preference. If we do, people will pay mo
attention to our pronouncement (or to us).¥

In examples 3 & 4, however, there is really no question of
reasons., Iu example 3, an answer like "Well, the line has such a
graceful curve." would be worse than redundant and circular; it would
be no explanation at all. For the questioner in 3 wants to know how
@ line can even be called graceful. (We could have chosen a move
unusual example: "How gngry that line looks!") Unfortunstely, one
is wore or less helpless if he tries to explain what his statement
means. He can only point and hope that the other speaks English,

and will understand. Similarly, in 4 we may be able to suggest that

#*People are often hostile, in sesthetic conversations, to evident
authorities who make confident remarks without giving any reasons.
He may know something that they don't but should. But they cea't
just take his word for it.
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"It is the perfect sky blue" or "It seems to fit the mood of the

Wittgenstein's phrase, says that reasons in art must come to an end,”
When there is nothing more to be said, one looks and either sees
or does not. With these remarks we have tried to illustrate a phil-
osophical approach to aesthetic judgement. We have only begun to
expose the complexity of grammatical problems surrounding these
judgements, The powerful thing about philosophy here is that it
helps us see the sense behind notions like 'universal veice', or
'unique, un-paraphrasable experience inm art.' Critics insist on
these notions; we must understand them, to turn them to use in our
owa traffic with art. With these examples of philosophical investi-
gation in mind, let us make a final lunge at the attempt to draw
a line around art.
8 7. Aesthetic Relevance

We have characterized the traditionm in aesthetics as a defini-
tional quest which has produced only unsatisfactory answers to questions
like "What makes a given object art?” or "What distinguishes aesthe-
tic eppreciation of art from other kinds?" or "How do we make purely
sesthetic judgements?" We have suggested that these questions lead
nowhere for phileosophy, because they turn us away from a perspicuous
view. Trying to solve such problems can be a frustrating experience
because we must proceed from the unprofitable assumption that there
is some meeningful uniformity in art where nome exists. In the last
section we suggested that we might philosophize about logical require-
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ments on the things we say im art. In much the same way, it is pos-
sible to investigate the arts with regard to interpretation, or to
survey the various critical activities aend examine their precomdi-

tions. It is a positive virtue of philosophy that it can bring any-
thing into its investigatioms. If philosophy cannot solve a problem
in art, then we may even investigate why that is so. (Our failures
need never be total.) In this section we shall make some remarks

about the search for criteria of sesthetic relevance. The search

for definition in art can take this form: given any work of art,

some facts or observations are relevant to its appreciation or eval-
uation., Some facts or observations are aesthetically irrelevant.

Presumably, then, (says the theory) we can formulate tests by which
the sesthetic relevance of any statement can be decided with respect
to a given work.

Steven Pepper, in a recent article'’, proposes a series of such
tests. They are formed around a familiar critical assertion:
aesthetic experience of a work of art, snd especially all eritical
parts of such experience, must be based upon what is actually in
the work. Once, perhaps, this assertion served to eliminate wild
irrelevancies from aesthetic conversatiomn, 1If, in the discussion
of a play, we make a remark about the playwrite's current social
life, someone may snap: "That has mothing to do with the play."
Consider, however, the critic who says, "In this symphony, the com-
poser wanted to ..." We may object by saying "What possible relevance
could the composer's intentions have? They aren't, after all, in
the work." Can the critic respons by saying: (a) "Yes, they are
in the work" or (b) "Well, perhaps they aren't in the work, but they're
relevant.¥ If he says (b) then we are bound to revise our relevancy
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tests. Pepper's, as we have sald, are built on the premise that all
relevant features are to be found somehov 'imbedded in the paseive
dispositional structure' of the work (e.g., im the painting ae a
potential scurce for aesthetic experience). To understand this,
ve must know what the work is; we must determine “the correct way
to specify the work of art,"}!

1s there, then, a "“correct way to specify the work of art"
which will put en end to this chain of problems? In ordinary cases,
there is little problem saying what the work is. Our normal way
of speaking leaves no question asbout peintings, sculpture, poems
or symphonies. We don't say that the work of art is such and such
a performance, or some peradigm cese of the ideally performed sym-
phony, or the motes im the composer's head, or the mamuseript. We
say: "That symphony is a work of art." (And we may say things like
"That was the symphony as it was meant to be played."”) We knmow all
kinds of things that people do with symphonies --- this includes
playing them badly, If someone asks: "Well, what is the work of
art here?", we may veply: "It is the symphony; don't you know what
a symphomy is?" If he does, then the problem is solved; if he does
not, he will never understand us if we tell him thet the "work itself'
is some paradigm case, Pepper says that the work is a "gathering
together of many successive perceptusl events"; thus, his relevancy
tests asre formed so as to exclude everything which cammot, in his
sense, be imbedded in the "perceptual material.' This semse, unfor-
tunately, is far from clear, Consider a hybrid case. Suppose a
eritic talks sbout a literary work in terms of the historical, lit-
erary traditiom to which it belongs. Whatever he talks about in the
vork may well be imbedded in the "gathering of perceptioms'; but what
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he says will have no meaning without information about the traditiom,
which is certainly outside the "gathering'. Two possible ways out
are equally unsatisfactory: either we must deny the relevance of
such eritical vemarks; or we must allow the historical facts to bes
come, in some semse, part of the work (as they surely arve, in some
gense.) It is possible to question all such expressions as 'part
of.." or 'in ... the work'. Is, for example, 2 movel's moral vision
part of it? Dickie seems to think so.

"A novel's moval vision is an essential part of a novel,

and if it were removed (I am not sure how such surgery

should be carried out) the novel would be gredtly

changed. Anyway, a mt'zﬂnﬂ vision is not like

its covers or its binding.

How are we to understand the possibility of dividing a work of art
into parts, even if the division removes nothing? To speak of a
work of art in this vay leads us far away from what goes om in art.
Similarly, giving criteria of aesthetic relevance which rule out
any elements which are not part of the work seems doomed to ignoring
some parts of our intercourse with art., Rather, we do well to ask
& critic for his meaning or his motivation with respect to motions
like 'iwbedded in the work', 'part of the work', ete. Once we have
discounted certain wild irrelevancies, it becomes difficult to hold
to a distinction between 'in' and ‘out’ of the work.

We may conclude that it is indeed possible to imvestigate sesthe~
tic relevance. But there are grounds for being cautious. That
results are possible is obvious from the fact that we so often dis-
count certain observations about art (e.g., "the Congressiomal hack's
judgement of Martha Graham's dances or the party hack's judgement of
D, Zhivago"’). 0f course, slightly modified these judgements could
have a valid place in our discussion. We must resist the temptation
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of absclutism, We cannot reasonsbly hope that our eriteris of rele-
vance will tell us everything. This is ome thing that Pole might
mean by saying that the langusge of criticism "can unever be the
language of scieantific textbooks."* Acsthetic relevence cemmot be
decided solely in theory or solely in the present; we ought not to
close the list of criteria, We mey mention again Cavell's remarks
about some wmodern music., Bven when we understand what is happening,
we can ask whether what we hear 1s music in our familiar semse.
And there is no answeri it is like music, but it is different.
Cavell describes what might happen with compositions of modern music.

"Moreover, but still perhaps more rarely, we may find

ourselves the experience of such compositions,

following and then the question whethexr this is

music and the problem of its tonal sense, will be....
mtmﬁﬂlc&nﬁ, but rather they will disappesr,

seem irrelevant."
Similarly, we can treat certain creations from other cultures as
art. Anthropologists tell us that we are dealing with objects which
may resemble our art, but wvhich are considered by their creators to
belong in, as it were, entirely different worlds, What will our
eriteria and our procedures do with such occurremces, Art may at
times come up with whole new ideas of itself; and our existing ecri-
teria will have no place, or will be lest.

B 8. Section Eight

We began this paper hoping to condemn the philosophical tradi-
tion which sought a definition in art by characterizing two heaps
of attitudes, elements, reasons, judgements &c.: an aesthetic heap
end & non-aesthetic ome, We darted among various theories to catch
the spirits of the philosophical traditiom, which defines art by
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cutting off all its extranecous extremities, and of what we called
the critical tradition, which defines art by building upon & core
of ideas. Our biss was clear from the beginning. If a theory is
to define art, let it mot limit art. And if it is to describe a
part of art, let it help us understand how to deal with art.

e moved oun to consider three broad classes of theory, each of
which was formed around a particular device for characterizing the
sesthetic. One class tried to fimd the key to art in 'appearances’.
One cless tried to describe an aesthetic sttitude, from which all
the other troublesome concepts of sesthetics can be defined. The
last class of theoriee retreated to the idea that works of art have
aspects which ave of distinguishable types. Hopefully, it has become
clear that all of these theories have severe limitations. Esch one
either excludes some important part of our nermal experience with
art; or it misleads us by using a faulty wmodel of what goes on.

The theories did, however, suggest investigatious which cam be pro-
fitable, Notably, we were able to develop the notiom of 'aspect'
as a descriptive device in aesthetic conversatioms. MNoreover, we
cleared up some of the motivation behind attitude theories and ex-
preseions like "lmowing what a play (poem, symphony) is."

Finally we turmed briefly to a revised kind of philosophical
investigation. Our discussions of 'universalizability', 'reasons’,
and ‘relevance' have not been aimed at positive theory or result,
Rather, we have tried to indicate where philosophy may turn its ef-
forts. Clearly many interesting problems ia art (if not, indeed,
the most interesting ones) cannot be solved by phileosophy: artists,
eritics, and the genmeral public have the primary responsibility for
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setting standards and creating medis. But philosophy gcen be useful
in art. Whet ave the peculiarities in the way ve tslk sbout art?
How do we judge it? We have both public and private standards.
¥hat do we do with ert? Oune thing ve do is criticize it; this is
different from emplaining it, or amalyzing it. How do we treat art,
and how do we treat vhat is said about it? What do critics meen by
*11lusion’, 'in the work', ete,? These investigationme will reveal
what kind of institution ert is. 1f philosophy describes the con-
ventions about saying, €.g., "That's art", then the description will
include mention of our normal ways of supporting or discrediting
such statements, One feels, as the philosophical answers turn out
to be rather insipidly unsurprising, that philosophicel descriptions
of vhat happens in art erve much like descriptions of musical themes,
There is a better way to find out whet goes on than by reading
descriptions,

"The emperience is this passage played like

(that is, as I am it, for instanmce; a ption
mldqniym-t it,)"16"
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