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CHAPTER I

This thesis is concerned with a central prbblem of tradi-
tional aesthetics{ for in it we try to say oncs again what Art is.
We approach the q&estidn, however, with the gid of the methodological
insights that hav% come from what is vafiously called Anglo-American
Philosophy. Ordin%ry language Philosophy. Linguistic Philosophy and
Linguistic Analysis. It is our pvrpose. that is, to elucidate the
concept of art, aﬁd to arrive at a philosophical description of the
logic of that con&ept. More sPecifically, ve attempt to reveal the

|
rules that,struct#re those activities, verbal smd non-verbal, by
means of which weidenote art. The first two chapters are concerned
with some prelimiﬁary methodologicai clarifications, first of the
relationship of tﬂis thesis to the history of seathetics, znd
secondly of our téohnical use of the term "concept". In the sub-

| Leoa

sequent chapters, we turn our zttenticn to the problem of discerning

Just how it is th%t we do refer to art.

| .
The tradi?ional approach to the question, "What is Art?"

has been by way of an atteumpt to develop a definition or thecry of

Art., Conclusions in aesthetics have evenitually boiled dowvn to pux~
!
portedly informative and true statements of the form, "Art is XV,

| . . P .
vhere "X" has been replaced by locutions of various kinds, ranging

from putative formulations of the essence of Art to statements of



what are claimed to be the neéeﬁsary and sufficient conditions for =
thing's being or ﬂeing recognized as a work of art. In this thesis,
we are not COncerQed to raise difficulties for individual definitions
or groups of defiﬂitions of Art; rather, we are interested in cer-
tain gssumptions i@plicit in the definitional apprqach; assumptions
which we do not sh@re. Because they have played such a large rdle
in the history ofjaesthetics~eand analogous ones in the history of‘
philosophy in gen%ral»»it is impoxrtant that we make clear precisely
how the assumptiods of our predecessors differ from our own. The
first two'chapters% then, lay the groundwork for comnclusions dif-
ferent in nature ﬂ?om those of & traditional Asthetic.

One of the}assumptions of the aesthetic theorists is that
their definitions %re infornative, and hence true or false. They
are, moreQver, trde or false statsments about the world; azesthetic
theorists attempt ﬁo define Art, not "art", the word in Inglish.
Thus when they sayp YArt is X", they are not to be interpreted as
citing a linguistik or conceptual fact. An aesthetic definition,
then, in some sens% is purporteﬁ to‘repmt a fact about the world.
Now, such a fact i@ a somewhat strange fact in that it must be

assumed by the theprié% that the world could not have been other-
wise, It is clearL I think, that the aesthetic theorist could not
allo% that there a%e even conceptually possible countefexamples to
bis definiticn of %rt. If it were possible to conceive of a work
of art that did no& have the property or properties the aesthetic

theorist has clainked are definitive of Art, then he would not be

able to claim thatl he had discovered just what it is that makes

e i i o m— . o B | ey
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a thing a work of|art. To put it succinetly. the "is!" of the aesthetic

1"t

definition is the atemporal "is", meaning "was in the beginning, is

|
now, and ever shall be".
i

|
In tumm, it follows that "Art" is taken by the aesthetic

Spirits or an ess

\
theOTlSu to des ? e an atemporal metaphysical object--a grade of
ential property shared by &ll works of art, or a

class or set of objects which has certain necessary and sufficient

\

\ . .
conditions. This, assumpt101 ig sometimes made to appear more accepi-~
able by the capitalization of "Art", which suggests that the word is

|

being used as a p#oper name for an object. Even if the theorist

says that he is rdc defining Art, but the word "art", if his app-
roach is by means‘of a rational recomstruction of langﬁage, then the

semantics to whicﬁ he is committed dictate that "ari" designates art,

a class or set of iongects, and in this kind of context, with its

claims 1o informa?iveness, a class or set is just as much a meta~

physical entity aé is a grade of Spirit. It is because of this

shared basis that the aesthetic theories as diverse as Croce's

intuitionism and Qharles Morris' semiotic approach to aesthetics
1
can be grouped as\a common theoretical or definitional approach,

i
3 ;
Implicit |in the definitional approach is the idea of the
mind somehow belna 'over against' reality, and essentially isoclated
from other minds.i The task of the philosopher is to capture the
nature of the projection of reality onto the "screen" of his mind,
whether the projection be a block of colour (an intuited euscnca)
or a latticework Qa logical structure that can be imitated or
"picturad" by a fdrmal lan nguage), and to communicate this definition
by instituting 1n‘the mind of the resder or listener either z
patch of the same icolour or a structure isomorphic to his owr As

will be seen in tHe next chapter, we reject this kind of ssumption.



: !
The assumgtion of the metaphysical objectivity of Lxrt is a

methodological asqumption. It is not something that the aesthetic
theorist discoverﬁ about Art; rather, it is brought to aesthetics
a_priori. Thexe is nofhing intrinsically wrong with a priori commit-
ments in aesthetiﬁs. We all approach aesthetics with certain pre-
dispositions. Although the choice of a methodology seems to be based
on something like what Aristotle calls "intuitive reason", the grasp-

ing of what seem to be obvious first principles without demomstration,

it does not follow that we can not have good reasons for preferring
one methodologyfov%r another. Ve can not prove. in. any strong sense
of the woxrd, the cgrrectness or validity of a methodology, but we can
argue pragmaticall& that our methodological commitments are more
adequate than others in‘terms of their ability to deal clearly and

comprehensively with the data we must take into account. We can

challenge alternative methodological commitments in two general ways.

The strbngest chal}enge is a demonstration of a logical contradiction
among the key conc%pts or one that they entsil when fthe methodology

is used in‘a-partiFub;ar area, that is, in the application of the key
concepts. In the #atter case, we have not necessarily disproven the
vsefulness of the @etﬁodology in all areas of philosovhy, although we
have sucessfully c#allenged any claim itsproponents might mske as to
its universal frui%fulness and applicability. Not so strong. but often
gquite forceful, is|a challenge based on a demonstration of the lack

of comprehensiveneés of the method. What we do 1s make obsexrvations

of what actually héppens in the world, and see which methodology

|, .
has the most adequate resources for giving an account of all the

T W
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ielevant'observat%ons. If a philosopher can not "make possible" what
is actual, then s$re1y he is wrong. Frequently, too, the attempt to
extend a methodological line to take care of "recalcitrant phenomena"
leads to the con%radictionhwe are seeking.

This is not the place to go into all the difficulties an

Ordinary ILanguage Philosopher could raise against a definitional ap-

proach in aesthetics. We will, however, cite one such difficulty, .~

partly as an exam#le of the kind of challenge we have in mind, and

| e s .
partly because the argument that follows clearly indicates an impor-
|
tant distinction Yetween factuasl and conceptusl problems.

When the Ahilosopher agks, "What is Art?", he does not expect
1 2
. \ . .

the same kind of response as does a child who asks the same guestion.

The child has perﬁaps just come across the word "art'. or has heard

it used several tijmes and does not know what it means since he does

not know what artjis. Since he has not the resources to answer his
guestion, he wants information. Ve cannot give him all the information
we have about artﬂ that would make him impatieﬁt. What we try to do
instead is- to indﬂcate some typical examples of art that he can use
as a basis for indreasing his own understanding.

The philo%ophér, on the other hand, already has such informa-.

tion, and much morle besides. His guestion is not a "discovery" or

factual question, but a conceptual one. This is an important dis-

2 |
For what seems to be 2 contrasting view on this issue, cf.
Paul Ziff, "The ta%k of Defining a Work of Art" in Aesthetics and
the Philosovhy of Criticism, M. Levich, ed., Random House (¥ew York,

1963), pp. 609-610.




tinction. The in%deqﬁacies of aesthetic theorists and the quarrels
between them :ould seem to indic~1e that the humen race, or at least
that part of it tqat writes philosophically about arit, has very little
s. But when the aesthetic theorist prefaces his

idea of what art i

Esthetic with tnd question, "What is Art?", he alreadv knows what

art ig. Otherwis d he would not be able to even start to answer his

\
own guestion. Any suggestion om his part that he is trying to discover

vhat Art 1s, that he 1s approaching the problem as open-mindedly as
!
a c¢hild, without jresuppositions, preconceptions or pre-conditioning,

o .
is nothing but a ﬂhetorical pretense, a stylistic ruse. We are not

saying that there 1s no great problem fzcing the philosopher of art.

There is, but it ib not the factual problem of the child, trying %o
. 3 |
see vwhat art is. Ko ¢k captures the sesthetic philosopher's

difficulty accurately when he compares him to St. Augustine faced with

the guestion, "Whatt is Time?" 3Both can say, "If I am not asked, I

know; if I am asked, I know not." ZKennick goes on to say:

P there is neither an y thing mysterious nor anything complicated
about works of art w ick akes the task of answering the question,
"What is Art?" so difficult. ILike St. Augustine with Tinme, we
do know guite well what Art is; it is only when someone asks us

- that we do not know. The itrouble lies not in the works of art
themselves but in the concept oil ar:.

—H‘)"T

|
|
my, |

The task is not to seeg what art is, but to say what art is.

While thls\observatlon of Kennick's does not refute the

definitionzl approéch in aesthetics, 1t dces pose problems for it.

3 ;
"Does Traﬁinional Aesthetics Rest on a Mistake?”, MHind.
IXVII (1958), p. 320.



.t is very diffic#lt to see héw the aesthetic theorist can avoid the
implication of this observation, that the kind of information he can
give about art, w#ioh he formulates into a definition, is to a large
extent depéndent $n such factors as the time he is writing, his education

| .
and exposure to a#t, etc. In other words, his claim to be able to
define Art for ali time will have to be investigated again with more
attention to the iimitations that are impliecit in such an endeavouf.
In what follovs. #e concentrate on the limitations impbsed by the
fact that art cha%ges. |

We thus iuestion the theorist's assumption~that‘"Art"

designates one obgect, an atemporal metaphysical object. In fact. we
question that ass#mption at great 1eﬁgth in the rest of this thesis.
But it mﬁst be maie clear frem the begiﬁning what the basis of this

|
challenge is. Wh%n we claim that the denotative logic of the concept
of art (a phrase whose meaﬁing is spelled out below) is best elucidated
by means of an "éﬁen-texture" model, we are denying that a definition

of art is possiblé. We are not making this claim on the basis that

we can better seg what art is; we are sure that there are many aes-

thetic theorists ﬁho have far more insight into art than we do. 3But,
we are equally suﬁe that by explicating the concept of art as an open

textured concept,iwe can far better gay what aert is--that is, we can

give a cleaxer, mo&e céﬁprehensive and ccherent account of what ac-
tually happens whe% men deal with art than would follow from any
definitional appro%ch. To make this claim, however, is to imply that
it is not necessar& that aesthetics be definitional or theoreticel,

1 . . . . .
thet is, that there are methodological zlternatives to informatively



defining art. Weithus treat the idea of informative definition

differently from ﬂhe way the theorist treats it. The theorist, as we

pointed out above, is committed a2 _priori to informative definitions;

o
=3

for hiﬁ theixr cog%ncy is an obvious methodological assumption. For
us, however, informative definiticns are just one of a number of al-

|
ternative models for the explication of denotative concepts. Other
available models ipnclude various kinds of family resemblance models
and systematically}equivocal models. A definitional model is not here
ruled in or out on g _pricri grounds. Rather. we argue that a definition
of art is impossible because the theoretical aesthetician is barred,
in principle, from giving such a definition. and that the ftwo thousand

years of failure of theoretical sesthetics couwes from the failure to

. ] ' e s . .
recognize the 1mpo;tance for aesthetics of the nature of change in the

concept of art, Ib other words, what underlies our challenge to theory

in aesthetics is ajmethodological shift that treats as a_pogieriori an

issue omn which for! the theorist there is no debate. We in turn have
our own g priori commitments, contained primarily in the next chapter;
the proof of our pudding, too, lies in the eating of it--that is, in

the use to which i% can be put.

|
Sumnmery In order to clarify in a preliminary way our re-

. . | . s .
lationship to the history of aesthetics, we have examined some of the
methodological assumptions of traditional aesthetic theorists. Since

we do not share these assumptions, we have tried to clarify the basis

|
on which 2 methodological shift can be evaluzted, with special reference

. | < s . . m .
to aesthetics. That basis is a pragmatic one: a particular kind of



i .
success is the crﬂterion of excellence of a method. We have then
contrasted our atiitude to informative definitions with that of the

traditional theorﬂst. The next subject for preliminary clarification

is our technical @se of the texrm "concept".



CHAPTER IT

Cne of tﬁe terms that is used repeatedly in what follows is

"ooncept". It isla term that has received much currency lately, and

|
because it has so many philosophical connotations, it is extremely
! .

important to be very clear about how it is being used. In this

chaptéer we deal wilth four issues to indicate the nature of our con-

|
cept of a concept.

For the ?urposes of this thesis, concepis are not to be

thought of as mental entities. Rather, they are to be bthought of
| .

| . )
as the groups of rwles that structure svstematic contexts of human
b | 4

activity. In soﬂe of the contexts that reveal the use of concepts,

|
the activity of oﬂly one person is involved, and there is a temptation
to treat the concdpt involved as a mental entity, as "his" concept.

But since the context which involves only one person is in principle
i
. | = .
repeatable, either involving the same person or other persons--~

4L | :
I see nol reason why a general account of concepts would have
to restrict the no%ion to contexts of specifically human activity; sys-
tematic animal behaviour also reveals the use of concepts, although
plant and nonnorgaPio activity does not. Some kinds of human concepts,
however, are essentially different from the kinds of concepts shared
by humans and animels since some human activities, including most of
what we would normﬁlly call "thinking'", have properties that shared
kinds of concepts do not have. The restriction of the notion of
concept in this thesis to human activity is thus somewhat arbitrary;
based on what seemF prime facie to be true, that only human belngs.

and not animals, have a concept of art, the restriction is made for

the sake of an easfier exposition of how we will use "concept" in the
phrase "concept of art".

L. 10
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otherwise there wopld be no possibility of a system of contexts, and
hence -no concept-—@ental en?iﬁies locutiong leave a residue of
insoluble problemsibecause of the inability of such locutions to sup-
ply the resources &or an adequate description of, in the first case,
memory, and in theisecond, com@unity of activity. Furthermore, such
systems of context% are a special case. Many, if not most of the sys-
N _
tems of contexts t%at embody concepts can be fully described only
with reference to %ore than one person. Of special nete here is the
concept of linguis&ic activity. The use of menta; entities locutions
in the descriptioniof these latter kinds of systems of contexts would

give rise to the t%eoretical diffionlties of solipsism and the dangers

of an Idealistic r%ductionism, This threat of philecsophical nonsense

can be avoided by %ecognizing that our starting point is in media res
and demands the af%irmation of the cogenty of interpersonal locutions
for the descriptio# of concepts. In other words, locutions which
imply that wmore thén I mysélf exist are from the beginning assumed 1o
need no independen% justification; The acceptance of the interpersonal
nature of concepts means that we are not Cartesians.

The firstzthing to keep in mind, then, is that boncepts are
interpersonal, alt#ouéh individval persons use them. The next thing -
we need to clarifyjis what we mean by saying that when we describe a
concept, we are de%cribing groups of rules that structure systematic

contexts of human éotivity. The statement that such-and-such is a

|
concept-rule is anjempiricasl generalization based on the observation

N .
of humezn activity. When we say, for exasmple, that the concept of art

| . . .
has an open texture, we are saying that an empirical examination of



the contexts in wdich we denote art has revealed that this activity

"open tex-

has certain logicél or formal features which we call its

ture", a phrase wﬁose meaning is explained below. In other words,

the use of ”rule"?in this context is similar te the use of "law"

in the phrase "scientific law", and not to the use of "law" as a

fough synonym fori"statute" (ef.. "by~-law"). There are three reasons,

however; for not Qaying that concepts are groups of scientific 1awé.
In the fir%s’c place, scientific laws form sets that give

. | )
necessary and sufﬂicient conditions for the occurence of such and
such phenomena. ﬂot a2ll of the groups of rules that make up con-
cepts, however, aﬂe sets. In some of the systems of contexts we
examine, we find o%ly necessary, or 6n1y sufficient conditions fox
the activities we ﬁescribe. In still dfhers, we find activities that,
while rule»governeb, are not condition;governed in the above sense
at 211, That is tb say, some systems of contexts reveal kindé of

i .
regularities that Eefinitional-vi.e. necessary and sufficient con-
ditions~»looutionsido not have the resources adeguately to describe.
Thus, groups of scﬁentific laws do not have the degree of logical
flexibility that g%oups of rules have.

Secondly, %he-only kind of context in which scientific laws
are found is = des&riptive context, Objects pay no attention to the
law éf gravity; they jﬁét £211. But we not only describe concepts,
we also use them; #ﬁ does not just happen that we behave in certain

|
systematic ways. ﬁut the use of a concept by a person does not

necessarily mean that there was a conscious avareness on his part of

either the concept of of his use; most frequently we employ rules
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automaticall%, habitually, or, to use Wittgenstein's word, hlindly.
We use a particul%r word or perform a particular act because it is
obviously and uﬂrdflectively the correct thing to do there and then.
|

However, and thisfis crucial, we could be wrong, we could be mistaken
in ouf attempt toguse the ruleg, while a stone can never be wrong in
felling. Rules c#n be broken, but scientific laws, if they are
correctly given, dan not.

The thirﬂ reason for refusing to call cqncepﬁs groups of

scientific laws, &losely related to the second, is that scientific

laws should never}be treated as if they have eny prescriptive or
teleological forc%, whereas concept-rules are so treated when we are |
attempting to tea%h the rules of a concept or to correbt a mistaken
use. We say thatfthe rules tell us or‘make us do this rather than
that, to use "picﬁure" when referring te some paintings, and never
when referring to books (very roughly). One goal of teaching and
learning the ruleé, whichlis the basis of the prescriptive force we
give them, is corﬂeot speech, which means speech by means of which we
can communicate wﬂth others.,

For thes% tbree reasons, then, that the groups of rules

that make vp concepts are not all sets, that concept-rules are used.

and can be used mﬂstakenly, and that concept-rules can be tavght, we
digtinguish between the generalizations that are the result of the

observation of coﬁceptual activity and those that resuvlt from the

5 |
Philosoﬁhical Investigations, 219.
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the observation of| non-conceptual activity.

A third ppint about our use of "concept" is that it would be

misleading to say that concepts are.gpplied to obiects. To say that

is to suggest again that concepts are mental entities, and that the

- -‘ .« 3
mind is "over agalpst” reality. Rather, conceplts are used to deal with

rezlity in various! ways, and the part of reality a concept is used to

deal with is its sbbject matter or data. Denotative concepts (eg.
colour concepts) a%d the denotative parts of more complex concepts
revesal constitutiv? interactions between either individual minds or
groups of minds anﬁ a pluralistic univexrse that lends itself to many
different kinds ofjdepartmental organization. What T have in mind is
something like thi$. We can constitute or organize reality into
many‘differént kinés of'objectsm There are, of course, ordinary objects
like tazbles and ch%irs and pens and balls of wax. 3But we can slso
see the world in t%rms of physical objects (forces and stresses, bits
of matter in measuiable motion, etc.), qhemical objects (molecules,
co~valent bornds, etc.), economic objects (demands, upward pressures
on prices,-etc.), éociological objects (classes, etc.), political
objects (parties, mandates, etc. ), psychological objects (conditioned
responses, neuroses, étc), philosophical objects (volitions, percepts,
work of art, aesthétic experience etcu), and in terms of many other
kinds of objects. 1Some ways of seeing things are more successful
than others, depenéing on our interests. The material out of which
we constitute an agcount of ‘reality in terms of a conceptual scheme

does not come out df nothing (solipsism); nor does it all come out

| . . .
of the same thing Qreductlonlsm). It comes out of other relatively



| ; |

unconstituted matérial which is the relative data. The subject matter
j _ . 6
for any concept is always only relatively wnconstituted.

Now, we ieal with reality by means of habitual responses to
relevantly similaﬂ situations. Habits are established in virtue of the
wants and needs of a person or group of persons livihg in a complex
environment. Ve ﬂave many such conditioned interests-=wants and needs
teleologically rel@ted to objects~-which we seek to satisfy. The in-
terest in survivalgis almost universal in men; the interest in enjoying
Picasso is far lesE vide~spread. The continued and unquestioned use
of a concept is ggﬁme facie evidence that the habituzl activity it is

|
based on is efficapious for dealing with reality to the satisfaction
of certain interes&s. For this reason, word usage, for example, doss
not heed a philoso?hicai Justification in terms of a prior theory of

language; the fact' that a word is used--not just once, by one person,

. L. . < o . . .
of course--is sufficient justification for its correctness. even 1if

it is used irratiohally. Inconsistent usage is bad usage from a cer-
tain point of view) but is not necessarily incorrect usage. Over
time the inconvenience of illogical usage in rationzl contexts--its

6 | :

Although this all sounds very Kantian, two major differences
between this and Kant's conceptuzlism are: here, there are no sensge
impressions, nor are there any analogues of sense impressions in some
kind of absolutely simple, given data; secondly, there are no analogues
for the Kantian Categories, that is, there are no metaphysically pri-
vileged concepts. It might be argued that our position on concepts
égv}ies & phenomenon-noumenon distinction; that may be so, but if it

» it is based on|the contingent fact that so far the human race has
only used a small portion of the possible modes of organization of
reality. A third difference is that Kant's conceptualism is good only
for knowledge by aqquaintance, that is, for knowledge of objects,
whereas for us denotative concepts are only one kind of concept.

e — e Pt
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inabilitj to foster clear communication~-tends to brezk it down. In
the meantime, all we can do is'poiht out the inadequacies ?f certain
usages and recomménd clearer ones.

There isjoné conditioned interest in man that gets us out of
the determinism t@at seems to follow from the above paragfaph.

|

Sometimes our rulgs are inadequate for dealing with what we have an
interest in dealiﬁg with; it is not obvims what is the correct thing
to do or say; our ﬁabitual patterns of activity fail to supply the
expected satisfaction. In such cases the human deiand for under-~
standing--a combingtion of curiesity and frusiration--is activated.
The rules we know ﬁo not work, so we -look for new ones to replace
themn. The search for understanding is thus radically destructive
of sélected habits} As'individuals and in groups we break down our
conditioning and ré—oondition ourselves oxr allow ourselves to be re-
conditioned to havé new habits. new rules, that is, new concepts.
Personal conditioning can break down in no time at 211, alithough
we can be "pignheaﬁed”; group conditioning crumbles more slowly;
linguistic'conditiéning has great inertia. Certain kinds of culturai
conditioning survi?e for millenia; witness the continued appeal of the
Homeric poems; butlif.our cultural interests changed, there is mo 1
reason to suppose that they must continue to appeal.

Fourthly,jthere might be some guestion about what constitutes
a system of contexfs of muman activity. By wvhat criterion, it may be
asked, do we pick out this group of regularities and not that as a

basis for a description of a concept. With specific reference to what

follows in this thesis, it might be asked by wvhat criterion we
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distinguish betw@en what we call the "aesthetic form of life!, =2
group of activities rule-governed by the concept of art and related

j 7
concepts and sub-koncepts, and other forms of life. In reply to this
question, it muéq first be pointed cut that the clear statement of
such a criterioniwould by the result of our and many other similar
researches into how in fact sesthetic concepts are used, and not a
starting pointvfo% theée researches. Since we are concerned only with
a small part of o@e sesthetic oonce@tu«that is, with the denotative
part of the concept of art-~it is not within the scdpe of this thesis
to arrive at a clbar statement of such a criteribn. Short of tbat;
and in the meanti&e, our procedure is justified on the following
grounds,. Ve note? above that the use of.a concept does not neoessarily}
inply a conscious| awareness by the user either of the concept (the rules
he is using) or ok his use of the rules. A point closely related to

| .
this is that an ability to use a concept does not imply the ability
to describe the ogncept,at al} cilearly. To be able to do the latter
requiresvstudy of| how the as yet'undescribed concept is in fact used.
Now, I know how to use the concept of art in a great many contexts,
which .is not claiﬁed to be any great acheivement.i Learning how to
speak English was one of the many ways by which I came tc¢ accomplish

|

this. I know that I use the concept correctly because when I interact

vith art in the pfesence of others, I do not get quizzical looks and

7 ‘ ‘
Cf. W.B, Gallie, "Art as an Essentially Contested Concept",
The PhilosophicallQuarterly, VI, 1955, p. 101; note that Gallie seams
to mean "definition" where he uses "concept".
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objections‘to my aétivities, I do not get irrelevant and incomprehen-
sible.answers to my questions; in other words, my activities are
understood and acoéptable. I thus already know what the criterion is,
even though I an not able to gay what it is. I can not state it,

not because it is unstatable, but because I have not yet clearly
discerned what it is I and others axre doing in the aesthetic form

ef life. Thus thejdemand for a criterion, clearly stated at this

point, is based on a misunderstending of the empirical nature of these

investigations.

Summary Iﬁ summary, then, four main points have been in-
vestigated in order to clarify how the term "concept" is used in this
thesis. First, comcepts are not to be thought of as mental entities;
‘Hu#are'interpersoﬁal groups of rules that structure systematic
contexts of human dctivity. Secondly.. the observation'and descriﬁtion
of concepts has soie similarities to the search for scientific lawsy

| ‘ ,
there are, howeverﬁ certain crucial differences between concept-rules
and scientific laws, the examination of which gave us a criterion for
distinguishing conceptuval fron non-conceptual contéxts. In the third
place, conceptual aotivity ig for the most part conditioned or habitual
interaction with reality, the main excepliion to this last being those
activities we call 'the search for understanding. Finally, we pointed
out thst when we cdn correctly use a concept; we sometimes camnot say
what correct us;ge;is, and that aesthetic critferia and abselutely

general aesthetic distinctions are properly conclusions, and not the

starting point, of;philosophical investigation of art.



CHAPTER ITI

As we have indicated above, we do not intend to give a complete
explication of thé concept of art in this thesis. To do that would
involve an explicétion of all those systems of contexts in which we
deal with art, a very large task indeed. IHere we are concerned with
one sﬁall but important part of the concept of art, that is, with the
denotative part of the concept. More concretely; wve will try to
elucidate the logic of those systems of contexts in which we refer to

2 work of art in gdeneral, in which we indicate or denote works of art
‘ :

or art in general, in which we make it clear that we consider an object

to be a work of art. This is how the traditional guestion, "VWhat is

Art?" becomes reiqterpreted with our methodological.commitments.
This chapter is iﬁtended to lay some of the grouﬁdwork for our later
examination of th%t quegtion.

The first thing we nét;about how we denote art is the we

very seldom say of an object, "X is a work of art”. "It is a work of

I
..

ari would Seedw alilos b Lsver LU Ye il ausve:r Lu & WhEy LS LU
tion. Only when we have a rather special set of circumstances in which

it is understcod that "What is it?" mezns "Is is a work of art or of

t

handicraft?™, ". . . or of propaganda?", ". . i or of history?", ". . .

or a forgery?", ". . . or garbage?", or some such alternation would we

say, "It is a work of art", But even though this particular locution

ie seldom used, we do have a host of ways of indicating that we are

dealing with reality in aesthetic terms-~that is, that we are using

19
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the concept of art to deal with an object or group of objects. Vhen

‘ 8
we treat something as a work of art, we are "saying" that it is art,
even though we mgy not say it out loud, or even verbally. Hence there
are many activities that must be taken into account in an explication
of the logic of tﬁe denctative part of the concept of art, some of
ﬁhich are aesthetic denctations, and irn others of which such a de-
notetion is implicit. For ease of explication, we can distinguish
between verbal and non-verbsl aestheiic denotations.
) 9

To begin with the latter, consider the case of a stone that
has & peculiar crygtal formation such that when cut in a certain way
and polished, the figure of a bird in flight is clearly visible. Now
if this polished stone is placed in é science museum, then it is being
treated as a specimen, and the commenté on and explanations of the bird
form will be scientific in nature--geoclogical or chemical. If, on the
other hand, the sa@e polished stone is placed on-a pedestal in an art
gallery, we will treat it differently, and ocur comments on it and
reactions to it will be in terms of its beauviy and mysteriousness and
perhaps cosmic meaﬁing. In cther w&rds,'when we put it in an art
gallery, we are "s#ying", and are understood to be "saying", "This

8

When we treat something as a work of art, we are not
treating it ag 1f it were or like a work of art when it is not one.
Ls an example of the latter kind of usage, consider the sentence,
"He treats his Volkswagon as if it were (like) a Cadillac". When we
treat something as;a vork of art, as far as we are concerned, it is
art. But there are limits on what we can correctly treat as axrt.

o]
7/
An actual ‘case; also g¢f. Paul Ziff, gp. cit., pp. 615-816.
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stone is a work of axrt" perhaps even more clearly than would be the
case i§ we used the words. If we used the words, we might be asked,
"What do you mean?®", whereas when we put it in the gallery, it is clear
wvhat we mean. Thﬁs to place an object on display in an art gallery
is to denote it as art, is to say., hIt is art". And, of course.
this is the way we denote a great deal of art. PFaintings, sculptures,
mobiles, tapestries, African masks andso on at great length are dise
played in art galieries, and also in parks, in university and city
hall open spaces, in our homes.. Furthermcre, we clean these kinds of
objects and try to preserve them; we buy and sell them, and give them
as gifts; we do not demand as much utilitarian value from them as we
do for example from an ordinary dinner fork (although it is to be noted i
that "Art for artﬂs sake" is a very recent slogan, and that for most K
of hisfory art haé been expected $o have some function, whether social
and political (Plato, U. S. S. R.), psychological-theré..peutic (Aristotle
on tragedy), religious (medieval art), didactic (Neoclassioal period),
or even decorative (Bgyptian burial art).)

It would;clearly be inappropriate to display an unprotected
Cezanne painting im a park, just as a large Henry Moore sculpture has
no place in z homel, We treat different kinds of works of art in the

‘ 10 ;

ways that are appropriate to them. Treatment in some ways is appropriate

for some kindg of art, but inappropriate for others. This notion of

appropriateness is even more clearly applicable when we shift our

10
Cf. Ziff, op. cit., pp. 611~613 for an edmirable list of

chzracteristic and apprepriate things we do to and say about just one
painting, Poussin's "The Rape of the Sabine Women."
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attention from plastic to other art forms. We do not, for example,

o

display works of literature; rather, we read and reread them, we
publish them an@ feprinﬁ them, we place them on reading lists of .
university literature courses, we make them into fil_ms, and so on.
We then show the films to audiences., Presentation to an audience is
an appropriate‘wéy of @enoting several other art forms--music. ballet,
opera, dramz, and‘poetry (in readings). This again does not exhaust
the ways we denote these art forms; we record and replay music, we
treat drama and poetry as literéture, we film ballet and opera for
theatres and television, ete. It is to be noticed that attendance at
a performance or gallery is just as much an aesthetically denctative
activity as a more instrumental functhn in the presentation. It is
also interesting to note that we talk about the production of a per-

formance, but the reproduction of a piede of plastic art and the -

reprinting of 2 wqu of literature (which is not the same as a Tepro-
duction, which attempts to preserve the visual appearance of the object;
a reprint need preserve only the 6rder, not the typographical sghaype, of
the words.) Heréjagain the notion of appropriateness is functioning.
|

We can not here ge into the truly immense number of ways of
non=verbal aesthetic aenotation. £s philistine as it sounds, even
the prices we are willing to pay, high ones for art zud low cnes for
decoration or entertainment, mark an important group of contexis in
which we dencte azt. The point that is important at this stage is that
in our subsequent elucidation of the logic of the concept of art, we

will freguently use non-verbal activities as a source of data and

examples. Because ¢f the vagueness in language. and because linguistic
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activity is Just one of the many Iinds of activity rule-~governed
by concepts, it will sometimes give a clearer picture to appeal to the

use we make of art rather than "art"..

The distimction we have made between verbal and npn«verbél
denctations of art is artificial, made for the convenience of expositicn.
Just as there are many non~verbal ways of denoting art, there are
many verbal ways which are intimaitely woven into the latter. Here
again, the notion of appropriateness is applicable, although some
verbal activities are very widely appropriate. For example, we criticize
all works of art (and other things a2s well, such as aulomoblles, bridges
and rainbows) but we criticize in many different, regionally appropriate
ways., Ve can talk about the formal qualities or the imaginativeness or
the originality or the bénality or the symbolic meaning or the style or
the period or the expression of emotion or the technique or the medium
or the artist's iﬁtentions or the place in tradition or art history of
a work of art, and so on at great length. Some kinds of critical
activities are appropriate to some kinds of art, others to others;
some kinds of activities ére_appropriate to some interests. others to

|
others. In 21l these activities there is, 1f not an explicit, at
least an implicitwden&tation of art. To talk about the meaning of
a film is to treat it as art; to say that it has no meaning worth
speaking about (wﬁich is different from saying that it is meaningful
because it has no meaning), but was just enjoyable, i% to treat it as
nere enterbainment.

One of the more important zesthetic wverbal activities is

classification. On zn atomistic level, each work of art has an
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individual name. dlthough the ontological status of the individual the

lan

name names varies from one art form to another. For example, "The !
in the Golden Helﬁet” refers to the original Rembranditpainting in the
Louvre, although the same name is also used to refer to reprints.and
copies of the original. It is problematic to specify to what "King
Lear" or "Le Sacré du Printemps" refers, but these are not the problems
that we wish to get involved in; suffice it to say that we do usuvally
know how to use the names of works of art. The most general zesthetic
classification, of course, is art or work of art. Between the level

of the individuazl nzme and the most general classification, there are

a great many different ways works of.art can be classified, depending
on their characteristics and our interests, and each work of art cén

be treated as an ekamplé of many different kinds of art. We have a
very general material classification into plastic, performative and
literary axt forms, within which there are many subdivisions., We

have gebgraphical and temporal classifications, again with many in-
ternal subdivisions. Technique, style, artist, period, movement and
many other characteristics angd interests can form the basis for
arranging works of‘art into various relationships.

It is to be noted that to classify an object as, say, Romantic,

is ipso facto to classify the object as art. In other wprds, the
activity of classification we are considering is an implicit activity
of zesthetic denotation. Secondly, it is important to notice that
the conditions embodied in various modes of classification vary. Some
classifications have necessary and sufficient conditions; to be a

Picasso painting, it is necessary and sufficient that the object be
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a paintiﬁg done by Picasso. Others have only necessary conditions;
for example, musid must be ordersd sound, literature must be ordered
words, sculpture must be three-dimensional. Still others have neither
necessary nor sufficient conditions; the classifications Romantic,
sentimental, tragic, delicate, as well as many others, can nct be
spelled out in sudh terms, but are better treated in terms of strands
of similarities. .

The imporhence of the existence of so many aesthetic clas-~
sificational activities is that it shows us again that denoting art
is not a simple activity of saying "Xis a work of art'". When asked to
give an example of a work of art,. we.are just as liable to say, "4

" or "A poen" as we are to reply

painting™ or "A musical composition
by naming a specific work of art. An elucidation ofthe logic of the
denotative part of the concept of art will have to take this kind of

fact into account.

Summary The main purpose of this chapter has been to show
that the denotatioh of arf takes place in many ways. We have also
tried to show the pomplexity and variety of the kinds of context
structured by the denétative rules of the concept of art. The pre-
liminary clarification (perhaps "complication" would be a better word)

sets the stage for us to return to the question, "What is Axrt?"



CHAPT=R IV

If anything is clear from the last chapter, what the denotative
logic of the concept of art'isﬂis not. The rules by which we explicitly
and implicitly denote art are many and varied, and it is not clear
from-the cursory anzlysis they have been given if there is any logic
to their use, much less what it is. The problem with which we are
faced is this: to help us to cut through the complexity, we must try
to find a conceptual model or framework which will so simplify, condense
and clerify the classification of thé contexts in which we refer to
art that we are able to.give a philosophical description of the
denotative logic of the concept. Our model should be such that it
has the resources rich enough that we can deal comprehensively and
consistently with the whole range of our observétions of the use of
aesthetically dencting rules. The model that has been traditionally

assumed to be the obvious one to use has been one that employs

theoretical or definitional 1dcutions, that is, that employs the lan~-
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o be adequate, a definition would have to be such that the description

)

of anything thét actually is & legitimate way of denoting or referring
to art, explicitly or implicitly, could not conflict with the definition
or any statement the definition enmtails. This project, however, has
resulted in two thougand years of fallure of zesthetics to provide

an adequate definition of art. The "true definitionﬁ, or even a close

iy
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approximation of it, has never been found; all the definiticns have
eventually run aground on the shoals of a contradiction with the facis

of our experience in the aesthetic fomm of life. If we can see how

1,

happen~-then perhaps we

Py

this happens--and even better, how it must

will have a clue that will enable us to choose better sorts of
11
locutions for dealing with art.

'Thg aesthetic theorist clalms to present an informative
definition of Lrt. To see what he can in fact ¢laim, let us suppose
that it were possible for someone to examine all of the things referred
to as art, that is, all contemporary aesthetically denctative contexts.
Further, let us suppose that he discovers thal there is a property X
(simple or complex) shared by allvworks of art. The property in guestion
doesvnot have to be a nétuxal one; all that is reguired is that a person
with normal sensory and mental facilities (including some degrees of
"{aste") is, after some education, readily able to identify the
presencé or absence of the property by the inspection of putative
works of art. Would the researcher then be able to claim that Art is

s

X? The answer depends on how we interpret the "is" of his statement.

If he means by "is", "is now considered to be'", and if, ex hyvpothesi,

his research is cobpletely adequate, then his statement is true. In

11
We began, of course, to establish 2 conceptual scheme in
Chapter II. The conceptualism outlined there is, in a very loose
sense, a sort of axiom system, or, better, a sort of group of
hypothetical postuwiates or assumptions for this thesis, embraced
because the success similar concepiualism has had in other aress
promises that it may be fruitful here. :



28

fact:; he will have stated an empirical identity statement of the form,
"Works of art are {considered to be) identical with those objects that
have the property X". Now, however interesfing this statement may be,
it would not be at all useful for saying what works of art really are
(whatever that means), since in order to make the statement, he would
already have to‘kn@w what objects are works of art. It would perhaps
have the heuristic value of siding in the re-identification of works
of art, but a list would accomplish the same thing better. 4And he
certainly would not be able to claim that it is in virtue of X that
we know what is a work of art, since the property or properties in
gquestion were discovered as a result of the research, which means that
the researcher himsgelf already knew what things were works of art wvhen
he discovered the property or properties by an inspection of works of
art, and not by an inspection of his own'mind. In order to make the
claim that it is in virtue of X that we know what is a work of art,
he wtiuld have to show not only that all works of art have the‘property,
but also that there is a causal reiationship between the’recognition of
this_property and our calling these objects "art". To show that, he
would have to get into psychology, and perhaps sociclogy and linguistics,
vhich again would dnly.give him empirical facts to the effect that we
do in fact refer to art in such and such a way. and not to the effect
that we mggg-refer‘to art in that way. If what he is looking for is
the evidence for saying that in some logical sense 1t is in virtue of
X that we know what art is, he can not find i%.

If in saying "Art is X" our researcher takes on the mantle of

the zesthetic theomist, then he will claim to be giving an informative-
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definition of Art. and not an empirical unlversal generalization about
art. . In other words, he means the "is" of the statement to be inter-
preted as meaning "was in the beginning, is now, and ever shall be",
His statement is.mbst probably false., It would seem to be as sound an
inductive generalization as can be made that as long as man continues
to have artistic interests, art will continue to develop and change
in wpredictable ways. The things men call "art" and otherwise denote
as art at one point in time are not itreated as art a2t ancther time;
moreover, the ways they denote art change too. Trivially, of course,
works of art are created at different points in time, so that, for
example, da Vincl could not say that we call "art" such things as "The
Man in the Golden Helmet'" and "G&yrnica", because they had not vet been
painted. But more‘importanﬁ than this, there are not only new works
of art but also new kinds of works of art that unpredictably revolutionize
12
the group of proper t s that we must, in our research, ascribe to art.
Cubism, for example, was & style of painting that subverted
the to that point &lmost completely universal representational proper--
ty of vainting. I% could not be foreseen that Cubist painting would
develop as it did; however, that some new style of painting should
become established was inevitable--or at least almost inevitable.
There was always the possibility, not actuzlized. and there continues
to be the possibility., that all nsw works of art be clegr-cut paradigm

cases of works of art. But there is no reason for supposing that such

12
What would da Vineci say if he were shown CGyrnica? Vhat would
he say after some coaching? How like the lMona Lisa is "Geurnica"?
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a thing will happen; the mass of inductive evidence is that it will

ntroduction of the film subverted the aesthetic information

e

not. The
pool even more than the introduction of Cubist paintings because its
dissimilarities to previously established art forms were even greatex
than those of Cubist paintings. Furthermore; there are objects and
kinds of cbjects that were once considered works of art and art forms,
but are no longer. The eclectic and expansive period in which we live
has obscured the fact that we have, for example, completely stopped
considering landscape gardening to be an art form, while it was so
considered in the @ighteenth Century. This is not to say that we have
stopped creating artistic landscape gardens as we have stopped creating
Gothic cathedrals; more than this, we have stopped considering any
landscape garden to be é work of art.

Thus any attempt to define art informatively would have to be
based on informati@n gained from an examination of the objects that
have been considered art to date. But there is no guarantee that art
will retain any of the features that it has had. BEven the most genersl

13
feature of art has no guaranteed future. A radical revoluticn in

the concept of art, of course, does not happen in a day., Continuity

13
It has begen pointed out to me that works of art must at least

be works., If what is meant by that is that they must be artifacts,
then 1t is not true. There is already an established tradition of
treating natural objects (pieces of driftwood, stones, even sunsets)
as natural works of art. Moreover, there is no reason why such e
trend could not bedome paradigmatic, that is, central to the concept
of art. If, on the other hand, what is meant is that works of art
must be real (cf. the French, "objet d'art"), then of courss the
statement is true; but everything else is rezl too.
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is maintained by the persistence of certain clusters of properties,

or, to use the cur?ent catch—pﬁrase, "strands of similarities", that

overlap and intertwine for various ienéths of time, linking the present

to the pagst end the near past to the remote past in variols ways, and

with variuus geographical emphases. 4n elucigdation gf the logic of

the concept of art must make reference to the time at which the datae

for the élﬁcidatioﬁ has been gathered. and assuvme that there is nothing
14

final about the use of the concept at that particular time. From a

more general temporal vantage-point (i.e., taking the eyes of Cod on
the concept of art), we can see that the elucidation of the concept
of art must be dependent on a tempordl axis, It is this kind of
temporal dependence that makes the denotative logic of the concept of
art "open-textured”. |

Art is not a unique concept in this respect. Another example
of an open concept is the concept of science. The concept of sciencé
is determined in pért at least by what scientists do, and scientists
do different things at different ftimes; nor can we predict what the
scientist Qiil do next, only that he will do something different frem
but similar 4n wh=f he i8 nov daing. The Fﬁ"l ogistan thenvy af armhna-

tion was Jjust as legitimately scientific as the gaseous theory that

replaced it; Newton's laws of dynamics were just as legitimately

14
The need to specify spatial co-ordinates for an elucidation
of the concept of art is based on the practical impossibility of
discovering all the uses of the concept at any crne timej; this is not
an impossibility in prineciple the way trying to discover the uses of
the concept for gll time at any one place would be,

e mm o m e mm—— o ——— R— T
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scientific &s the Einsteinian ones that replaced them; introspection
was just as legitimately a scientific approach as is behaviourism.
Again, conhsider the pre-eminantly philosophical question,
"What is Philosophy?" The problem of discerning vwhat a work of art is
has a great many similarities to the problem of discerming what a
work of philoscphy is. When we examine the history of philosophy.
we discover many different methods and many different areas of concern
being called philosophical. Attempts to give a definition of philosophy
do not do justice to the wide diversity of activities, practices,
attitudes, works, ideas, etc., that we consider and have considered
philosophical. 4nd the future is open. 4lthough we may prefer to do
philosophy in one way father then another on the grounds of fruit-
fulness or clarity: our.reasons‘for such preferences are pragmatic
ones. Mo one can give a set of proven valid drinciples for correctly
philosophizing for all time and claim that philosophy can be done in
no other way. 4Anyone who pretends to do so is justifiably criticized
as dogmatic. This suggests that as philosophers we should observe a
principle of tolerance which allows thet others may have valuable, if
vaguely expressed insights using methods that we ourselves do not
choose to use. This is not to say, of course, that a philosopher can
say anything he wisghes; we have canons of rationality such as coherence,
consistency, clariiy, comprehensiveness and accuracy of observation and
reporting, and the validity of presented and implied argumentation
that govern all philosophical enterprises,; and other rational under-
takings as well. Philosophical teclerance does not entail philosophical

anarchy.
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By way of contrast, consider the concept of knowledge as it
is entertained in epistemology. VWhen we examine, say, the Theaetetus.

ey

Descartes's Meditations, and Qur ¥Knowledge of the Zxternal VWorld--any

works that are élearly works of epistemology would do--we assume that
they are all ooncérned with the same thing~-knowledge. The fact that
Plato, Descartes and Russell knew different things because they were
different peopie 1iviné at different times and in differsnt places is
irrelevant to a critical examination of what they say in sc far as it
is considered epistemology. The reason for this is.that the problem
of epistemoclogy is to determine, noet what is known, in an encyclopedic
sense, but what 1s knowledge, or, how whatever can be known is knownm,
or, agéiﬁ, vhat it is to know anything. PFurthermore, the soluticn,

if there is one that we can recognize, to the basic problems of

epistenology will be a solution for all *time, past, pressnt and future.

It is only by making such an assumption that we can use the comments
of, for example, Austin, as z basis for the criticism of Plato's
epistemology as we do. Otherwise, we would have to assume that they

. . I, . . .
were tazlking about different things, and comparison would be futile.

Similarly, the theorist of the concept of truth does not assume that the

criteria of truth could be different for Plato and Tarski, or for an
Englishman and a Chinese, unless with the pragmatists he confuses truth
ané confirmation.

That this ¥ind of assumption-~that is, the assumption that the
concept of knowiedge is not unclear as its borders extend into the
future~-is perfectly sound in epistemology is shown by the fact that

although there is a history of ideas, which is essentiazlly chronology,
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recounting and perhaps giving a genetic account of the development of
the centent of human knowledge., and tﬁere is a history of Qpistemology,
which deals with the development of man's ideas and theories about the
nature of knowledge, there is no history of krnowledge as such. The
idea of a history of knowledge is an ebsurdity because there can be no
history of somethimg thgt does not change. There is no history of how
people know, only of what people know. XNow, on the other hand, there
is first, a history of art (chronology, listing works of art in
temporal order), secondly, 2 hisfory of aesthetics, and thirdly, a
history of style, of how art has been produced. In fact, there is
nothing cpnnected with art that is not part of its history, which means,
that does not change. VWhen we examine what we must take into account

in aesthetics, we find that there is no g_priori nor any a_posteriori

reason for assuming a fixed, atemporal subject matter. If we wish to
assume that there must be such a subject matter if philbsophers are to
say anything importantly philosophioal about art, then we are attempting
to deduce what the nature of art ﬁust be rather than trying to find
out what art‘is, iﬁ fact, like. We are thinking, not looking !

* What emerges from this contrast is that the open texture of a
concept is not = function of the opeuness of the range of objects it is
used to deal wif:h.l5 The denotative range of the concept of knowledge

is open-ended, but the concept is ciosed; that is, we can not say in

advance what will be the content of knowledge ten or one hundred years

15
This point is related fto the fact that meaning and reference
do not coincide except in constructed extensional languages.



35

from now; but we can say that we will still be using the same rules for
knowing whatever it is we know that we now use, and dlways have used.
But we will not necessarily be using the same rules for dealing with art
in the future, including dealing with art by denoting objgots as art.
An copen textured concept is'one whose rules change through time in
such & way that the subject matter of the concept changes too, with each
influencing the other.

What is of fundamental importance, then, in the claim that the
denotative logic of the concept of zrt has an opsrn texture, is tﬁat
what art is has changed, and will continue to change in unpredictable
ways. There is nothing "essentially aesthetic" that is immume to
change. Our next problem is to determine Just how this change comes
about. To this end, we will turn to "The Role of Theory in Aesthetics"

16
by Morris Weitz.

16

Others have recognized that the concept of art has an open
texture without realising the importance of that feature. Paul Ziff,
op._cit., makes many points similar to those that follow in the last
two sections of his article. He sees the importance of revolutions in
art for change in the concept of art (p. 618), that the change comes
about by decision (p. 622), that the changing social implications of
sr_\man‘-"nﬁﬂg'q haiwg ronaidered a warl Af art are an impnvﬂ'{‘.pn‘}; foantar in
such decisions (p. 624), and that "an aesthetician is not and certain-
ly ought not to be expected to be a seer foreseeing the future of art"
(p. 629). However, although Ziff ties himself to a theory of definition®
vhich is somewhat looser than that of the aesthetic theorists® in that
it allows either definition by necessary and sufficient conditions or
"one in terms of variocus sub-sets of a set of characteristics. or, in
less exctic language. in terms of similarities to what I have called 2
characteristic case” (p. 615); he is still committed to the definition
of an object, and not the elucidation of 2 concept. Alsc, he is not
clear zbout how aesthetic denotative decisions are made., For these
reasons, he 1s unable to explicate the use of "art" whereby we refer
to paintings and novels and poems etc. (cf. p. 618, where Ziff
elucidates such 2 use as a disjunction, not a conjunction), and he
is unable, in ths end, to see how the philosopher of art can take an
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The idea of a‘concgpt in "The Role of Theory in Aesthetics",
being limited to linguistic ac%ivify, is somevwhat different from the
one presented in‘this thesis, but it is not so different from owr
conception of & concept that the ariticle may not contain a valuable
suggestion for us.L Weitz! idea of what it for a comcept to have an
open texture is closely similar to ours. He says:

But the basic resemblance between these concepts thhe concept
of art and the concept of games, A las Wittgenstein / is their
open texture. In elucidating them, certain (paradigm) cases

can be given, about which there can be no question as to their
being correctly described as "art" or "game", but no exhaustive
set of casass can be given. I can list scome cases but I cannot
list all of them, for the all-important reason that unforeseeable
or novel conditions are always forthcoming or envisageable. (p.

151).

"Art", itself, is an open concept. New conditions (cases) have

17 ‘
JAAC, XV, Wo, 1, 1956, 27-35. Reprinted in Problems in

Aesthetics, M. Weitz, ed., MacMillan (New York, 1959), 145-156,
Subsequent references are to the latter. It should be pointed out
that this article is one of our main links with zesthetic literature,
and. that this thesis can be read as an attempt to clarify, correct,
and extend the Wel%z position, although we go substantially beyond
Weltz on practically every issus.

over-all view ol ik econcepi ol ari aud balkh oleailly abuul Changs
in the concept of ari.

W. B. Gzllie, op. cit., is also unable tc give an over-all
view of the concept of art, though for different reasons. Since he
seems to mean by "concept" what other writers mean by "definition",
his elucidation of the so-called "concept" of art is for all time.
One might ask Gallie why there are only the five contesting aspects
of art that he discovers (viz., an object, a spectator-critic, an
individual artist, the tradition, and achieved communication; cf.
D. 112); the answer is that through an historical accident, those
five characteristics happen to have been the important ones for ths
last few hundred years; they are no more necessary to art than
any other characteristic.
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constantly arisen and will undoubtedly constantly arise; new art
forms; new movements will emerge . . . (p. 152).

What I am arguing. then, is that the very expansive, adventurous
character of art, its ever-present changes and novel creations,
makes it logically impossible to ensure any set of defining
properties. Ve can, of course, choose to close the concept.

But to do this with "art" or "tragedy" or "portraiture" etc.,

is ludicrous since it foreclosed on the very conditions of
creativity in the arts. (p. 154)0

There are no necessary and sufficient conditions Zrior correct vy
uttering "X is a work of art" as s descriptive utterance_/ ™
but there are the strands of similarity conditions, i.e. bundles
of properties:; none of which need be present but most of which are,
vhen we describe things as works of art. I shall call these the
“"eriteria of recognition" of works of art . . . None of the
criteria of recognition is a defining one, either necessary or
sufficient, because we can sometimes assert of something that it
is a work of ert and go on to deny any one of these conditions,
even the one which has traditionally been tzken to be basic,
namely, that of being an artifact: Consider, "This piece of
driftwood is a lovely peice of sculpture". Thus, to say of
anything that it is a work of art is to commit oneself to the
presence of qome of these conditioms. (pp. 153-15 54).
Weitz' comments would seem to be in need of some clarification.
Pirst, it might be asked how an "unforeseeable" condition could be
"envisageable'. What is envisageable is not a novel condition in
which the concept of art could correctly be employed, but that there
should be such a novel condition. This assettion is based, as we
noted above, on as sound an indnctive generalization as we can make;
there have always been more or less radical departures from traditional
art forms. Secondly, Weitz'! claim that the closing of an open aesthetic
concept "forecloses on the very conditions of creativity in the arts”
is a little obscure. Closing the concept or the open sub-concepits of
art would not. pace Weitz, stop artistic creativity. For that 1o

happen, artists wonld have to begin to listen to aestheticians, and

for good reasons artists are notorious for not listening to anyone.
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What a closure would foreclose upon weuld be the possibility of giving
a couiprehensive philosophical description of creativity in the arts.
Given these clarifications. it would seem that Weitz' conmception of a
concept having an open texture is very close to our own.

Cn the matter of change, Weltz says:s

4 concept is opsn if its conditions of application are emendable
and corrigible; i.e.. if a situation or case can be imagined or
secured which would call for some sort of decision / Weitz!
emphasis;7 on our part to extend the use of the concept to cover
this, or to close the concept and invent a new one to dezl with
the new case and its new property. If necessary and sufficient
conditions for the application oflga concept can be stated, the
concept is a closed one. (p. 151)%

No "IsX a novel, painting, operaz, work of art, etc.?" guestion
allows of a definitive amswer in the sense of a factual yes or
no report. "Is this collage a painting or not?" does not rest on
any set of necessary and sufficient properties of painting dbut on
vhether we decide~-zs we didi--to extend "painting" to cover

this case. (p. 152).

' &
e« « « new art forms, new movements will emerge, which will
demand decisions on the part of those interested, usually

" professional critics, as t¢ whether the concept should be. éxiended

or not. Aegstheticians may lay down similarity conditions but
never necegsary and sufficient ones for the correct application

18 :
) Ve omit here the following statement, with which we
disagree:

But this erhe closure of = concept_7 can happen only in loglc or
mathematics where concepts are constructed and completely defined.
It cannot occur with empirically-descriptive and normetive con-
cepts unless we arbitrerily cleose them by stipulating the ranges
of their use. (p. 151).

The concept of a Picassc painting is a closed concept, the necessary
and sufficient conditions that structure our use of the paintings being
that the object in guestion be a painting, and that Picasso painted it.
Similarly, thers are many other sets and classes in the world. This
disagreement does not affect the crucial distinction bebtween extending
a concept by inspection with 2 definition in mind and extending a
concept by a decision.



of the concept. With Yart" its conditions of application can
never bg exhaustively enumerated since new cases can always be
envisaged or created by artiSts, or even nature, which would call
for a decision on someone's part to extend or to close the 0ld or
to invent a new concept. {Eg., "It's not a sculpture, it's a
riobile.") (p 152).

The extension of the denotation of the concept of art, then. is
claimed to oocur‘by means of a decision., not an inépection.

Weitz illustrates how he conceives such decisions to take -
place by considering how the concept of the novel, a sub-concept of

art, 1s extended. When a question like whether Dos Passos! U. S. A.

or V. Woolf's Tg The Lighthouse or Joyce's Finnegan's Vake (Weitz!

examples) is a novel arises,

what is at gtake is no factual analysis concerning necessary and
sufficient properties but a decision as to whether the work under
examination is similar in certain respects to other works. already
called "novels", and consequently warrants the extension of the
concept to cover the new case. (n. 151). ’

He visualizes the decision process in terms of the adding up of
similarities between the new work and accepted examples (with their
paradigmatic properﬁies):

It fohe new case_7 is like recognized novels, 4, B, C . . .,

in some respects but not like them in others. But then neither
were B and C like A in some respects when it was decided to

extend the concept applied to A to B and C. Because work N 1

(the brand new work) is like A; B, U . . . N 1n certaln respectssw
has strands of similarity to them-~the concept is extended and

a new phase of the novel engendered. (vp. 151-152).

There are¢ several shortcomings in Weitz' account of how the

concept of art changes. First, he 1s vague about who the "we" who

mekes the decision is; does each individual make up his own mind that

Finnegan's VWake is a novel, or is thews some kind of group responsibility

for the decision? In either case, how does the decision come 1o be

erbedded in word and concept usage? Secondlj, Weitz does not make



it clear when such a decision would be called for. It is not the case

that the appearance of every new work of art demands that a decision

be mede; Jagueline Susanne's Yalley of the Dells and Arthur Hailey's
Airport were, as a matter of fact, novels, and ipsg facto works of art,
from the moment of publicetion, if not from the moment of their original
conception. Just what is it that makes what VWeitz calls "a new case"
problematic? A third problem is that in giving an account of a re- )
volution in art or in artistic taste, it is often not so much a problen
of describing a decision to treat.a new work as art as one to include

a nev style or genre or art form--that is, a2 whole group of works--
under the concept. It is not clear that the Weitz format would be
adequate for the description of such é decision. Fouréhly, we may
vonder if since the kinds of concepts fhe concept of art is over
againstmacraft, propagenda, entertainment, etc.--are non-aesthetic
concepts, while those like novel, iragedy, etc. are over against other
aesthetic concepbls, there may be some special problems with a decision
to extend the concept of art not shared by a decision to extend one of
its sub~-concepts. A fifth and final‘question is, what sort of reasons
would "warrant" or justify the extension or refusal to extend a concépt?
These problems all centre off Weitz' use of the conceét of decigion. If
the qoncept of decision is applicsble in an accownt oflchange in the
concept of art,vthen we éhould be able to spell out just how aesthetic
denotative decisions take place. To do this, we examine the logic of

the concept of decision is the next chapter.

Summary A re-examination of the claims of the aesthetic
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theorist led to the conclusion that the future development of the
concept of art is unpredictable, and thus the attempt at definition
for all time must fail, We expressed this conclusion by saying that
the concept of art has a open texture. Ve considered certain other
concepts to show that the concept of art is not unique in its
denotative open texture. We then picked up a suvggestion of Weitz,
that the difference between an open and a closed concept is based on
the difference bvetwesen extending them by inspection and extending them
by decision. Some inadequacies of Weiltz! position pointed to the need

to clarify further the concept of decision,



CHAPTER V

Central to the concept of decision is the idea that some
things do not have to happen as they do, and that so£e kind of human
agency can be g causal force in determining the actual oulcome of
some sitﬁafions. The presence of alternatives for the fubure among
which it is in our power to choose is a logically minimal condition
of our calling a situation one in which a decision talkes place} Thus
. the concept of decision is incompatible with the concept of complete

determinism which to speak metaphorically, the alternatives choose

=
B

themselves, or, in which there are no alternatives. DIut even though
the concept of decision opens up the future, it does not open the
flood~gates of metaphysical amarchy in which "enything is posgible',

The range .ol factwal possibilities in a sitwation is narrower than

logical possibility would allow--anything can happen as long as its
description does #ot involve a contradiction--but wider than the
absolutely ﬁarrow;range of complete determinism--there is one, and
omly ome. noasible future of the warld.

19

Factusl possibility is & concept that is heavily dependent

19

Arigtotle assumes thisbnotion at times in_the Nichomachean
Dthics (ef. Bx. III, ch, 2, 1111°20-35, ch. 3, 1112819~ 12 and 1112724~
27, Bx. VI, ch. 1, 1139a -14, ch. 5, 1140f32~33) and in Metaphvgics
(cf. Bx. IX, ch. 2, 1046%-8, ch. 3, 1047%24-30, 1048%7.11, 15-24),
but recently there has not been much interest in this concept, even
though the notion of factual possibility would seem to be a very
important philosophical notion.

L2
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on context (cf. the concept of logical possibility, which is not
dependent on context at all, but on semantics). Consider the
alternatives, for example, of walking to the store, driving to the
store in a car, énd dematerializing here and in a feﬁ seconds
20 '

remeterializing at the store. At the present, given certain
background requirements such as that we have a healthy body capable
of .eurviving the walk, that we have adequate roads, that we have an
avtomobile in running crder that we can drive--in genersl, that the
situation is an ordinary one-~the choice between the first two
alternatives 1s & genuine one, and a decision could be made. On the
other hand, the third alternative is just not zenuinely open--not,
in fact, possible--becsuse we do not have the technology to bring

. . HE
about such an event as material transfer. This #se the constriction
that the contbext, or the "deterministic background" places on us; if
the context were‘different, if, for example, our legs were crippled,
on the one hand, or we had invented a machine for material transfer,
onn the other, then the range of factﬁal possibilities would change.,
But given the context we have partially outlined. the future depends®,
on our decision, which in turn depends on what is factually possible.
Thus the deterministic background determines that certain alternatives

are open,; and others closed, and what will be the consequences of

various possible decisions,; and what will be the result if no decision

20
We should perhaps qualify the last putative
with the rider thHat it is assumed that material trensfer enta
personal transfern.

o - S e
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or the decision to do nothing is taken. Bubt it deces nol determine
which alternative is chosen. That ie¢ up to us.

Sometinmes perscnal decisions zre made that do not involve
treating all the factual possibilities latent in the given situation
as alternatives for the decision. Consider the following kind of
case: "Why did you decide not to go to Vancouver when it would not
have cost you as much as it cost you to go to !
decide not to go to Vancouver; I never even thought of it; it never
entered my mind to go west." Vhat this case end others like 1
about our use of the conceplt of decision is that we do not thinl: that
someone can meke a personal decision.for or azainst an alternative

B I E

unless he has considered it to be an alternstive. £An examinsg

p
c-l-
o

]
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the concept of weighing alternatives would revesl that there are a
great many different ways of doing thisg, one of the less fregueant of

vhich is "marshalling the arguments". Bul we do not want to gt into

-

that here. The important point is thet in order to decide to @

o

sonethng,; we not only have to have it as an alternative, we have to see

it as an alternative., This means that the decision to act in a

.

certain way is not an implicit rejection of all other either logical
or factual possibilities, but only of other entertained possibilities.

.L

It also means that vhen npo alterns iwv“s are considered, even

though vwe ray have en aciion, we do not have a gdecision. This latter

case, however, is not a "forced decision", i.e. a case in which there
are no alternatives to be considered, and no decision is possible. It

could be called an "obvious action" because in this kind of situation,

it is just obvious how one should act. In othsr words, in such cases
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one acls habitug;lyﬁ Actions.thus are based on the habits which form
our activity in ielevantly similar circumstances as well as on -
decisions. In the carrying out of an habitual action, just becuase
it is done automatically, we do not stop to decide what to do. We

. 21
Just do what we uvsuvally do, what is the obviwmus thing to do. This
tie~in among the concepts of decision and habit in -commection with
action can be seen in the fact that all are linked to the conoepﬁs‘of
responsibility and will. /And, following this line a little further,
since both decision situations and sitvations we describe as the
attempt to increase wndersitanding (gi&_above, . 16) are instances of
cases in which the adequacy of a description in terms of hebitual
activity alone breaks down. we should not be surprised if on occasion
there turns out %o be a close relationship between the two types of

2 XL

situation.

The prime facie difference between personal and group decisions

is that while the former involve only one person, the latter involve
more than one person. Bui the relationship between the two sub-
concepts is not a simple one. 4 préliminary difference is this. In
terms of what is needed for making a personal decision; I do not need
any behavioural manifestation to be able to tell both that a decisien
has been made, and what decision has been made. Moreover, 1 cen fail
to give any behaviourél'manifesfation of having'made it, either

intentionally or accidentally making 1t appear thalt I have decided

21
What about the habit some people have of stopping to decide?
They do not decide to stop and decide, they just do it.
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differently from the way hafe in fact decided, or that I have not
decided at all. ‘Cf course; there can be a behavioural maﬁifestation
of the making of 'a personzl decision-~eg., a snap cf the Tingers, a

. 3] EN

nod of the head, the words, "I have decided to . . "' etc.~-and we

frequently have good reason for believing that there is no dissembling.
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Eventually, I will have to act some way to carry out

the decision. But I could meke a decision, then change ny mind or.die
and no one else ¢ould ever know'that it had been made. Thus in the
personal decision case, observable behavioural manifestaticn is not
a necessary part of the making of a decisicn.

In the case of a group decision, the guesticn of the need for
behavioural manifestation has a different answer. Bven if, as before}
we are concerned to say, not how we cah‘tell that a decision has been
made, but what is involved in the making of a decision, it seems clear
thzt since therejis more than one person involved in the making of &
group decision, there must be agreement between the persons involved
that such and suah are the alterpatives, and that X alternative be
chosen. That agﬁeement can not be attained without what might be
called a headnnodding commumication, and, with apologies to para=-
psychology, it seems éhat communication is not possible without some
kind of behavioural manifestation. I+ would seem, then, that personal
deoiéions that axe not.écted upon can have no influencé upon the direction
of a group decision., What is important is what we do, not just what
we think,

In highly constituted (usually political) grouy decision

situations, it is quite clear what constitubes the agreement that
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wnderlies a deciéion~~a clearlAajority, or a two-thirds majority. or

a wnanimous vobte, or whatever. A& velo is an absolutely forceful
disagreenent. Alsc, in such situations procedure for the airing of
Alternatives is more or less institutionalized as debate. In less
constituted group decision situations, however, the procedurss for
airing issues are less Tormally organized, although on occasion better

wnderstood. and vwhat constitutes agreement is not so clear., Sometimes
<

=

‘ .
agreement is estsblished solely by concerted action. TIn the case of
. 2 2 .
the decision of a neighbourhood fo riot, for example,; the airing of
the alternatives may take place in many ways, from street-corner
J ¥ Yy Ways,

oratory-~"Ye must take decisive action now" means that it is possible
for us to break our habitual patierns, and there is gobd reason to

do it=-to newspaper reporting and editorializing to private conver-
sations and arguments. The agreement may be simply the picking up of

stones and the refusal to disperse of several persons, or even the

L

failure on the part of some to stop others from picking up stones. In
cases like these; it is virtually impossible to diétinguish between
the making of the decision‘and its éxecution.

A cruoiaily important point that emerges here is that the

behavioural manifestations that must be described in the complete

description of a igroup decislon-making orocess do not have to be

22
It musﬁ be remembearsd that what is being stressed in calling
such a situation a decision sitvation is that it did not have to happen
the way it did, that there were alternatives to rioting, and that it
was in the power 'of the neighbouvrhood, as a group, to determine the
future.

e e A va e e e e e . N —



manifestations of personal decisions. That is not to say that the

description of personal decisions may not be very important in scme
cases; dbut I mayTagree with you without'deoiding to agree with you. °
Consider the foliowing example, There is a vote in a legislative as-
serbly which def#ats a government dill; the crucia; "Nay™" was that of
é Government Member who decided to break party ranks and to vote with
the Opposition. Here is a political decision not to put certain
legislaﬁion into law. Now, a désc*iption of the bare decigion could
consist in a statement of the moticn, a descripiion of what constitutes
agreenent in such a situation (the rules laid down in the comstitution
for the passage of bills), plus a record of the vote count. Thét is how
the decision was‘made, but that is not a complete description; to

give one, more of the background would‘have to be filled in, including

the fact that a Member decided to breﬁ“ ranks. Bubts and this is the

crucial point, it does not follow that there would be a description of

s decision on the part of every other Member. Everyone else may have

hebituwally votedithe party line, even if each of them knows that in

the long run, he has the power to cast his vote as he likes. If he
does not take this power sericusly as an alternative in the situation,
then there has not beén a decision on his part. even'though he has
acted. In 2z rouﬁine House vote, from the time the legislation is
thouéht of to the time that it is implemented, there néed be no
personal decisions at all. As a matter of fact, there usuzlly are

50 many complexities in the kind of situation we are discussing that
there are many +acbﬂca¢ decisions that are made; but they do not have

to be made for there to be a decision.
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What we are arguing against here is what might be called a

"compositional' theory of group decision~making processes. The assump-

tion behind such en approach is that a complex group decision situation,

such as a riot, an economic demand, or an election, is completely
described and explained by a composition of the descriptions and

explanations of atomistic units of personal decisions (cf. the vse by

3

¢

economists of the concept of a utile, 2 vnit of demand). Thus, takin
a riot to be a break-down of low and order, the riot is taken to dbe
completely described when all of the individual decisioms to break the

law have been explained. A riot is thus treated as an irrational

outburst of anarchy, with no over-azll explanation. But what this

approach fails to be able to account for is the concatenation at s
particular time aﬁd in a particular place of a large number of
breakages of the ;awo Given the‘compositional approach, "riot"
becomes merely a érouping word for a bunch of personal decisions. But
we use "riot" as a word for a sociological eveﬁt, an entify. In order
to £ill in the deterministic backgroumd of such an eﬁent, we have %o
be gble to refer %o sociclogical éausation, in this case to such things
i
as slum housing, pnemployment, lack of social mobility, poverty,
frustration on a mass'level, police activities and attitudes and
social responses to them, etc. These forces, while they do not make
a riot ineviﬁable; make one possible. By the same +token, the unem~
ployment of a cerfain nurber of people can be explained by examining
the individuals in Euestion, but chrenic and widespread unemployment
anong a specifiable social group, such as Blacks or Indians, needs a

socio=economic explanation: znd we can correcily treat such a situation
l ’ .



i i
as being the result of a group decision on the part of the rest of

society to déscriminate against the minority group if we want to
emphasize our belief that there does not have to be such unemployment,

- . le - - . - Y . .
even if the discrimination is habitual. Thus the relationship

(]

2 one

[

between the concepis of perscnal decision and group decision i

of analogys and not of composition.

.vSummarw iWe use the concept of decision .when ﬁe wish to point
out or stress tha? human sgency was a force in the eventual outcome

of & situation, that there was freedom of choice against a background
of determined fac%ual possibilities.. Mot all action. however, is
based on deoisiong; some action is habitual, A differénce between
personal and group decisions is that the msking of the former can

be private, while}the making of the latter is always public. Group

decisions are not' always best understood as a composition of individusl

] s - |
personal decisions.
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CHAPTER VI

At this p%int we should pavse and review what has been
established so faﬁ in this thesis. Oneof our purpdses has been to
cast doubt on the;possib'lity of atteining a theory--in the requisite
classiogl sense-~-0f art. The specific weakness of a definitionsal
approéch; as we p@intedvout, is its apparent inability to deal with

! . .
the fact of artistic change and revolution. Our other purpose has
been to lay the gfoundwork for a philosophically viable alternative

|
account of art. To this end we have tried %o construct a conceptual
framework that inéorporates different methodological commitments from
those that would iead us to try fto give a definition of art. The main
elements of the f#amework are embodied in the conceptualism outlined
in Chapter IT. Ve were then able to rephrase the traditional question,
"What is Art?! tp?read, Mihat is the logic of the denotative part of

9,

the concept of art?" Interpreﬁing the facts in terms of the framework,
we couvld say thatithe concept of art has‘an open texture, by which we
mean inat the denatative ruies oI Tae concept ol art change unpredictably
through tine, and that nothing guerantees the persistence for all time

of any one of the Tules. Ve were then left with the problem of
specifying mors cﬁearly how change in the concept of art comes zbout;

'so we picked up a suggestion by Morvis VWeitz that if the concept of
decision is made part of our conceptual scheme. then we could carry

“out that project.  Before launching into a discussion of aesthetically

N 51

mwr——"



denotative decisipns, however, we tried to clarify the concept of
decision in terms of our previous comritments. We are now in a

KR

position to try to see just how the comcept of decision relates to the

denotation of art. 4 word of warning: because of the open texture of
the concept of art, much of what we say in the rest of this chapter,
. | . . -
especially when we try to spell out the logic of the concept of art
| ) 2 3
in terms of concrete situations, must be ethnocentric  in character.
An implicit distinction between logical comments that view the concept

|
"with the eyes of God" and descriptive comments on the use of the

concept at a partichlar (usually present) time must be kept in mind.

As we are concernmed with change in the concept of art, we are
in an important sense concerned with new wo.ks of art. There are
several ways a wo#k-of art can be a new one. .In one extreme, there are
those works of art that are mew to me. If, for example, I come across
a Van Gogh painting that I bave never seen before, then it is new to
mne, even thoﬁgh it may be seveﬁty or eighty years old. At the other
extreme, there are those works of'art that are new to all of us; if
Norman Mgiler weré to write another novel, it would be éuoh a case.
Within these two %xtrémes, there are those cases that are new to some

L

of us, but not new to others; Eskimo art was new tc most Canadians

23 :
We take'this word from T. Brunius, "The Uses of Works of Art",
Aesthetic Inguiry, Beardsley and Scheuller, eds., Dickenson Publishing
Co., (Belmont, Califormia: 2967), pp. 12-15. Also, out itreatment of ex-
pectations conforihs in large measure to Brunius! It should be noted
that we owe much to this article, which, in conjunction with the Ziff
and Weitz articles already referred to, was very influerntial in the

initial thinking-through of this thesis.




fifteen years agd. but it certainly was nol new to the Eskimoes. 4
similar caseis that of Africen masks. A different but related ﬁsé of
"new" in connection with art works is exemplified in the following
kind of statement; "I used to think I understocd King Lear. but after
reading Dover Wiison, it's & whole new play." It is not clear,
nowever, that dny of the above uses is identical with Weitgzg! use
when he talks ab@ut "a new case with its new property.”" Such a neﬁ
case calls for a%decision; but as we pointed out above'(p. 90), Weitsz
does not make,it;clear what it i°.about such & nev case that makes it
problemstic, .If;we can see how we deal with other kinds of new cases,

|
ard see what hapﬁeno to an unproblematic case; then we will belber be
able to gee how some cases are diffefenfo

!

Whet happens. then. when I come across an old work of art

|
that is new to mﬁ? Well., several things can happen. In the first
places; I may jusﬁ not bother with it. Or, I may pey more at+entlon
to it. VWhat hapﬁens next depends on several factors. It may be that
{the new work QauQes me no problems. What this unpacks to mean is
that as I spend some time conbemplating the work--i.e., treating it
as a work of art;in various appropriate verbal and non=-verbal ways; cf.
Chapter III abov@~-I find that I can heighten and intensify my ex-
perience of the o%goct such that the interssts I habituvally expect %o
have setisfied byisuch'a'kind of work of art are satisfied. When I come
aoross-a rep*esejbaulonal painting, for example, I expect verisimilitude
to be maintained lsuch that pictures of horses ioox like horses and

pictures of treesilook like trees. I zlso expect the painting to be

. |
balanced, and search for the techniques by which the painter has



st

established the b@lgnCO-éby framing. or balancing cclour tones one

against the other; or symbols one against the other, etc. Thus by

understanding the i picture in these and many other ways, I can come to

appreciate it better, more fully, to the satisfaction of more and

nore interests. It is to be noted; however. that both the level and
kind of expectations that I have when I come across a work of art that
I can readily deal with on the basis of established, habitual patterns
of activity vary from one type of art to another. Thus although I
expact verisimiliﬁude in a representational painting,; and am pleased
to find wpon furthﬂr sfou that ny original classification of the
painting is borne}out, I do not expect verisimilitude from modern art.
In other words, I |interact appropriately with the work in guestion in
I e g

|
terms of what is gppropriate to the work and in terms of what is

| L.

" | - . V s . . .
appropriate for the satisfaction of my admett®dly ethnocentric interest
in increasing the jintensity and enjoyment of the experience. Not
everyone has such an intellectually hedonistic interest in art as I
do; others want DdlltﬂcaT or pnyswcallj hedonistic or religious or other
kinds of satlsfaCulon, among none of these is there a specifically and

‘ ol
essentially aeot*e ¢ satisfactipn or experience.
On the other hand, the satisfactions of such interests may not

coxe so easily, ndpe01ally if I am not familiar with the kind of art

with which I.am f@ced. I can not do the obvicuse=-what I habitually do--

2h
By way of contrast, ef. J. O. Urmson, "What Makes a Situation
A st hetic?" in FPhilesophr Looks =t the Arts, J. Margolis, ed., Scrib-
s (Wew York: 1962), pp. 13-26.




because thét leadé to dissatisfaction. TFor example, the search for
representational élements in modern painting can frustrate an appfecigu
tive experience oi it; Pope's didactic poetry in heroic couplets is
not satisfying to:someone interested in love lyrics. Thus we have a
problem: our established ways of dealanQ with art are inadequate for
dealingvﬁihbthe work, and similsr works, with.ﬁhicﬁ we are faced. There
is a gapinour Erﬁticai apprehension of the object brought aboud

| :
Jointly by the lure of the object to fit into traditional patterns of
treatment and ouvr! inability to see Jjust how to go abovt changing those
fraditional patte%ns to accomodate the work. We are faced with an

understanding gap. But we do know tnat OuhQTS have found that this

1
work, and ones 1i“e it, can be used to the satisfaction of certain
aesthelic 1rte“es{s. Ctherwise they would not héve bothered to

|
continue to treat:the object as a work of art, by anthologizing it or

collecting it or ﬁisplaying or whatever, .

What we have to find.out is what kind of special interests
this kind of work: satisfies.. So ﬁe go to the critics, to see what they
say. Ve find oui:how they classify 1it, “how they acsc:m'bp its technique,
how they relate lm to conteLDordry and historical de relopmentss to the
intentions of ﬁhejartist, to the sociological, political and economic
situation—~practibally any information that is even remotely related to
thé work in_quest&on may help us to re-condition ourselves to have the
appropriate expeo%ations, though it is usually impossible to say
advance what wiilf"do the trick" for us for this and similar works. .
Sometinmes the insﬁght comes as a result of the accumalation of a great

deal of work; sometimes it comes in a flash of insight. Another way
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that we might try to come %o grips with art that we do not understand
| .
is to txry te crea#e something like 1t in the important respects., Thus

one way to try to uvnderstand Pop art is to try to create some Pop art.
,i
The result of all%these efforts, usually, eventually, is ﬁhat we come
to appreciate the work and others like it, although there are some
kinds of art we cén never seem to understand. And of course this process
continuesy we com% to see works we already know in new lights, we get
deeper insights, étc. And we also forget a great deal; cof. "I don't
|
know what I saw in that play.”

In none o# what we have been describing sbove, howsver, is there
|
a decision of thelkind Weitz ieg talking about. Although we have a

break~down in an #abitual pattern of Interaction with art, the breask-

|
.

down is not one that we would describe as a decision situations rather
|
it is one that we would characterize as coming from the demand for

understanding, vh#ther that be purely intellsctusl; physical, religiocus,

| N .
political or whatever. Furthermore, our activities in this case awes not

. i ‘ .
destructive of the concept of art, even though they are destructive of
our own habitusl activities in the face of art. TFor although the

i
concepl of art is based on those habituval ac tivities, 1t is not

identical with th?m. In fact, vhat we are doing in such a situation

. 1 S .. .
. 1ls breaking dwn our habitual patterns the beiter to confomour habits
| .
to the established rilés of the concept of art. Far from contributing

to a revolution in artistic taste, we are contributing to a firmer
\

|
entrenchment of the conventional wisdom.

The poin% made in the last paragraph is in the broad region
|

between relatively purely empirical and relatively purely conceptual
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points. It could%ha&e been made much more gquickly by treating it

as a concepbual pFin%, and "deducing” (not entirély accurate, but
graphic) it from Fur starting point. The importance of our having
cone to it througﬁ an analysis of what does happen vhen we interact
with art is to shkw that the conceptwal scheme we are using does have
the resovrces neeﬁed for dealing with observations; In other words,

"up" from observations

the fact that thejsame point can be made by working
or "dqwn" from thb concep%ual scheme, that the first crystallized into
the secénd, and the second unpacks into the firség shows that the
conceptual scheme| is working. Having shown this, we will restrict
ourselves preity %uch to conceptual points from here ona in, always with
the understa.nding that their ultimate justification would he an
npacking that wo&ld confora to empiricél observation.

vaelemen&s in the above situation militated against the uée

| . :
of the concept offdecision. First, since the work was an old one,
i ;
new only to me, there was already an established group of rules for
understanding it énd similar works which I as an individwal in the
situation, did no& decide upon so mich as discover. Thus, for anothe?
exemple, I do not]decide to extend the concept of Cubism to include
"Les Damoiselles ﬁ'Avignon"; I discover that the concept does include
it. Secomdly, al&hough the concept of art has its ontological roots
in my habits, it has many other roogts as well, iIn the habits of many
.

others. Conceptsfare interpersonal. Thus a decision to change the
concept of axrt wihl have to be a group decision, not a personal one.

A third point thaﬁ energed, although not as crucially, was that it is

a work and others like it, and not just an individual work, that we



fail to be'able té deal vith. Taking these elements togkether, it
seems. to be suggested that the concept of decision will be‘usefuliin
describing situat#ons in which a group interested in art comes across
something new to4£hem in such a way that they do not have an established
conventional wisd%m by means of which they cah satisfactorily deal with
it or with simila% cases. Avant garde art is perhaps the purest
source of instanc%s of guch sitvations.

Avant garée art is new art of a special kind; it is new axt
that does not fit%well into the established patterns‘of expectations.
We could say tht avant garde axt is not yet art, but that is not clear
enough. What mak%s avant garde art art is that some people, at least,
are willing to tr%at it as art. Some people héve found the appropriate
patterns of interaction that lead to some kind of aesthetic satisfaction,
although the numbér is limited-~perhaps %o the artist alone. In other
words, the object%in question has sufficient similarities to tradifional-
art that the expeﬁditure of scme effort on it promises to be fruitful--
although thaf proﬁise is not alwajs kept. As more and more effort is
expended on the a&ant gardem»criticisms, shows, performances, etc.--~
that is; as Vario&s patterns of behaviour are presepted as alternatives
for being incorpofateé into habitual patterns. with some being rejected,
others accepted, $uch of what was avant garde is classical after a

|

generation or two; It ig not so much that the object graduslly moves

into the mainstregm of tradition as that the meinstream changes course

to include it.
There is ﬁuch 0ld art that is not classical art. This point is

! ‘s
not an entirely evaluative one; ithmore a comment that certain patterns
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of inﬁerao£ion bebome so strongly entrenched in our cultural condition-
ing that certzin works--eg. Shakespeare's tragedies--continue to
provide us with aigreat deal of satisfaction. Since there is certain
conditioning thtigomesfrom Just living in a physical and socizl
environment, it i% no wonder that some art seems to be "true for all
mankind". - The nu#ber of different kinds of socisl organization man
has tried remains;smali; some artists have created works the provide
satisfying releas%s from some of the pressures that all men, as a
matter of fact. sﬁare. |

It is here, on.the level of the assimilation of works into
traditional mains%reams that the gggisiops that influence change in
the denotation ruﬁes of the concept of art take: plaée. They are in
a broad sense group decisions, for as certain kinds of works become.
congidered to be %rt by larger and larger segments of those interested
in art, the conce?t of art gradually changes so that eventually if is
obvious to everyo#e that,.for example, the Mona lisa is a work 6f art.‘
But that did not have to happen to the Mona Lisa; there is nothing
intrinsically aesfhetié about it. Ve just all decided, as_a group,
that the Mona Lis% is worth looking at.

Within th*s bfoadly culiural decision process there are more
limited decision brocesses that contribute to the over-all process.
On this intermedi$te level the situations shade from deciSion situations
tc discovery and increase of understanding situations. For example,
the introduction of something like Eskimo art into the mainstream of

Canadian (mainly European-oriented) art denotation was more of a dis-

covery that the Eskimoes create smell statury than a decision to treat



60

Eskimo statuary as art. The strain on traditionel classification and

other‘traditionalipatterns of interaction was small because of the

3

great number of similarities of Eskimo statuary to established,

accepted, "decide&—upcn" art forms. The display of African masks at

an art gallery caﬁses more of a rupture with tradifion; hence

continued displayfof and aesthetic ccmmentary upon African masks would
be evidence that % decision has been made, and not just a discovery.
This kind of cultﬁral cross-fertilization is going on all the time;
hence decisions akfecting the dénotative rules of the concept of art

put those rules ih constant flux. There is rarely homogenous art usage
throughogt an entﬁre linguistic group; homogeneity is rather found

in smaller cultur#l sub-groups of various sizes. The classics are those

works that achigvé a kind of super-cultural prestige.

' Avant gar@e art movements rebel against and abrogate tradition
in various ways a#d at various levels, with different kinds of

i .

innovations causibg different kinds of problems. Technical innovations--
a new kind of paiﬁt or plastic meéium, a novel ﬁay of using languvage
(eg. increased pu#ning on the étymological roots or contemporary
associations of wbrds), a new combination of musical instruments, or

‘ )
the use of new instruments (eg. electronic instruments, or the use of
|
I

|
tape recorders an@ echo chambers, etc.)——call for new genre distinctions

based on tr&ditio%al art form distinctions. That is, Finnegan's Wgke

is certainly liteEature (this statement is a factual "yes"™ report, to

use Weitz! phraseD and ipso facto art, but is it a novel or what?

Zlectronic rock m#sic is music (evaluative issues aside), but what kind
\

of music? Sometimes we cover up this genre problem by asking, "But is



61

it really art?", as if we could deduce from establishing that it is

art, what kind of‘art it is. Such occasions are to be distinguished

from those oocasibns what the guestion, "Is it art? is a legitimate
question; such tibes are those when fairly high level generic or even

art form distinctﬁons themselves seem to be inadeguate. We do not

ask this questioniof an object gua individual work of art, however,
but of the objectioua representative of a more general classification

!
of putative ar&‘wbrks. A single new and dissatisfying work of art is

not an avant gard% work, but a curiosity in the hist@ry of art unless
‘ A
more works are cr%ated that are dissatisfying in a similar way. One
work does not make an avant garde movemept but a dead end. Thus we
are not called onito decide whether a given Bergman film is a work of
art, that is, to %Xtend the concept of art such that its denotative
rules include the%(definite desoription) Bergman film in question, but
whether films are}works of art, or, whether the film is an art form.
In these cases, tbe conéept of art is over against non-aesthetic con-
cepts.
In the ec#ectic, expanding period of the last century or so,
we have made manyisuch decisions incorpofating photograpny, films,
|
African masks, coﬁlagés, posters, mobiles, motorized and sounding
sculptures, elect%onic music, modern dance, audience-participation
drzma and many ot#ers as mainstream art forms. At the same time,
some things that %ere‘once considered art--eg. landscape gardens--
are no longer con%idered art. There is no point, I think, in saying

that the Eighteen%h Century made a mistake in considering landscape
|

gardens to be an ért form. Tastes have changed?wnew patterns of
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|
|
interaction have Eeveloped and others have been left by the wayside.

That is just an eﬁpirical fact and a metaphysical statement about

things being art énd ceasing to be art obscures the opemnness and
relativity of the%concept of art.

Ve are noy in a position to see more clearly the importance
of the disputes that are endemic to so many pa;ts of the zesthetic
form of life. Weihave already accepted_the.view that at least one
of the functions $f‘the critic is to enable the more or less puzzled
art observer to iﬁteract with art in terms of alﬁernétive rules that
may enable the ob%erver to have new kinds of appreciative insight into
the works and art;forms in question. In this. function he is pre-
senting alternati&es open for the future development of the concept
of art. P&equentiy, as Weitz and others point out, this activity
is carried out byithe presentétioh of honorific or pursuasive
definitions. Cri*icism 15 of course not limited to new works of art.

As the concept ofiart cﬁanges and'develops, new expectations arise
which enable the ¢ritic to go.back into the history of art and re-
interpret classicél art in the light of these new patterns of
interaction. Sométimes neglected works of art are resurrected as those
interested in artifina satisfactory patterns that were not available

to their predeces%ors-—witness the "discovery" of El Greco with the
advent of modern art. But it is clear that the critic sitting in his
studio can not de%ide upon the future development of the concept of
art., What is impértant is not what he thinks so much as what he

does. The behaviéural manifestation that is needed for the meking of

a group decision-4the "head-nodding" communication we referred to in

o [
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the last chapter—+is in this case fourd in critical efforis to

pursuade cthers 1o accept cne's cwn view. The critic may personally

|
decide that Finnegan's Wake should be treated as a novel--on the other
i

hand, he may not %o decide; 1t may be obvious to him, although not

to others, that Finnegan's Wake should be treated as a2 novel--and

' that there should not be a new concept invented to deal with 1t, and

that he will try to bring about a change 1n the concept of the novel

such that 1t 1s e#tended to include Finnesgen's Wéke; he may fturther
make tactical deCiSIOﬁS to effect this change. But it is only in the
power of the critical community as a group to make the decision to so
extend the conoep%.

it is to ﬂe noted that in art history at any rate the decision
process 1s far fr#m a democratic one. Some voices count for far more
than do others. The reason for thl; shows the somewhal complicated
dialectical relat#onshlp between the‘artlst, the criticés and the
soclety. The‘rawimaterial on which vue critic has to work is those
th;ngs created toibe considered w;rks of art. He is thus restricted
in what he can pr;sent and argue for as art. But he also has to be
mindful of the exﬁent to which established patterné can successfully

| .
be challenged, th%t ig, of the extent to which people interested in

|
art in his society are willing and able to try to understand the

‘ .
alternatives, he m%y be presenting. 4 critic in the Eighteenth Century

would have been afvoice in the wilderness trying to promote =1 Greco

because the cultuﬁe was just not ready. Thus the critic 1s the focus

of the dusl pressﬁres of an expansive and revolutionary artistic

community and a tradition that has a great deal more inertia than
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than do the artigts. In critical literature one can see the tension
i

between the futu%e«oriented artist and the past-oriented culture, and
usually the criti@ as the interpreter of the artist to the culture, is
mistrusted by boﬁh. The result is a mutual causation: the decision

‘ :

|
of a cultural grﬁup to extend the concept of art to cover a new kind

e . ‘
of case spurs artists fto new endeavours in the now co~opted, formerly
|

avant garde art gtyle, which in turn leads to further pressure as the

5

Stuart Hampshire; is correct when he says that the critic is going

against the main [trend of the language. But this is only in

artists extend, jamiiy and try to change the tradition. In =z sense,

response to the artist, who would, ir he could, even more radicalize
the attack on the| established order. Finally, it is to be noted that

not all artists are revolutionaries. In fact, few zre.

Summaxry W? agree with Weitz in the claim that the opennessor

the concept of ar& is based on the fact that questions of the extension

! . . . .
of the concept are answered by decisions and not by an inspection with

a definition in mind. However, such decisions--to extend the denotative

rules to cover a new case, to invent a mew group of rules, to retuse
to'do either of t#e latter, or even the decision to maintain the

. | . . .
extension ot the ?oncept or to restrict it such that it no longer

covers an establi%hed case of a work of art (the latter three being

kinds of decisioné Weitz misses completely)—-such decisions take place
|

|
25
"Logiciand Appreciation" in Aesthetics znd language, V.
Elton, ed., Blackwell (Oxford, 1959). p. 168.
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only when works o& art put pressures on the borders of the esigblished
concept-rules, anﬁ vhen they do occur, they are broadly based cultural

£Toup de0151ons.-?nd not personal ones.



CHAPTER VII

In this fi$a1 chapter we try. to say in a more general way
wvhat art is, not &f course by defining it, but by giving a general
characterization $f the concept of art, with special ;eference to
the rela%ivity offthe concept. It must be remembered'tﬁat the ulti-
mate test oi the #ruth of our cbservations about artfis turther scien~
ti1fic research in%o the nature of our interactions with those things
©we from time to time consider arf. The rigour of the empirical side
of this thesis le%ves much to be desired; However, all we could do
within the scope #f such a thesis was to indicate a framework that
looks promising, %nd to show how the observat?ons we have made can be
wnderstood w1th1nisuch 2 tramework. There is much work yet to be done.
The first ¢01nt 1s that the word "art" does not de 1wote a
group of objects W1th a peculiar ontological status as do, for

example, "colour"iand "material object". In other words, art is in

|
no sense a "grade of actuality"; there is no "way of being" that is

i
v msraT e am A A5t At v 1-., nanthotan mlm« ontoloor ~f art has ta he
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done piecemeal. ﬁor, in the other extreme, are works of art completely
unique and mutualiy incomparable, each having its own indefingble
"magic". No workjof art 1s completely new and astonishing; all works
of art are part of one tradition or another, linked by complex strands

|

of similarities t? what goes before them, and usually to what comes

‘ ,
after. Thus the ontology of art is not done work by work, but art

66



form by art form.

There is no such thing as "art-in-itself" or "work-ot-art-in-

|
: ‘ ] > : b
1tself". TNeitheriart nor 2 work of art exists independently of a
|
cultural setting.' In Categories, Aristotle defines a relative as
\
follows: ‘"Those things are relatives for which being 1s the same as
| 26 ~
being sowmehow rel%ted to_something". In this sensé, the concept of

art 1s a culturally relative concept; to use a phrase of Professor

Simpson's, a work ol art is s

something undistinguished except for the

eye of men'--man, that is, as a cultural animal. Another way of saying

|
this 1s by sayingivhat what art i1s can only be expressed by means of

a relation. To bé a.work o art 1s to be.related to certain cultural

1nterestd§ that méke up the aesthetic torm of life, which 1s that part

of our lives that!we organize by means ol the changing rules of the
| , .

concept ol art.

The conceﬁt of art, moreover, does not persist by self-identity.
!
What we mean to express by that dark sasying is that self-identity is

. | . ; .
an inadequate a_prioril assumnption for any attempt to give a complete

description, for qll tiﬁe, of the concept of art. But self-identity
is not the only m%del we have for persistence through time. VWhat
g:ounds the contiﬁued'identity of the concept of art--that is, what
allovs ﬁs to spea& of the Egyptian and the modern concept, as opposed

to cdncepts, of aﬁt—-ié'the persistence of strands of similarities that

26

8a31; cfl Aristotle's Catesories and De Interpretatione, trans.

J. L. Ackrill, Oxford Universily IIeSs, (LONUOL, 1903/, D. 2. italics
T

Ackrill's (if not Aristotle's).
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have various temﬂoral and geographical life-gpensg linked together, as
i
Wittgenstein woulld have it, like strands in a rope. Some of the stram s

link objects by ﬂheir similarities to each other, and other strands

link 31m11ar1t1esiamong ways we treat objects when we consider them to

be art. The former strands gain their importance in virtue of their

\
rélationéhip to ﬂhe latter ones, which are rootea in the culturzl habits
of men-~in the patterns of interaction that typify the kinds of tréat—
ment a culture ewglves for those things it considers to be art. Start-
ing with the mode&n Western conception of art, we can work our way

back through timeL and outwards in space, seeing some strands dropping
out for good, or &ecurring, and seeing other strands starting and
ending in the pas% or in other placeé. Some kinds of cultural con-
ditioning are ver& deeply rooted, being almost entirely resistant to
change; but no cuhtural interest of man has a gu%anteed future. The
idea, for exampleﬂ that Qorks of art should be preserved is a very

long straend that ﬁinks many stages in the development of the concept

of art. There ark, hovever, breaks in it. Plato would have destroyed
art that frustrat#d the development bf the ideal state, and we have

had our modern "bbok-burners" in Nazi Germeny. Others strands are

, | )
shorter. The idea that art should serve an overtly religious purpecse
|

had its hey-day i% Western culture in Medieval Furope; today, I think,

zlmost no one wouFd hold that art must be religious to be art, even if

they hold that wmuch apparently secular art has religious overtones.
|

If someone does hbld that art must today be religious, then what he
|

says is false.

The issue bf the truth or falsity of statements about (not in)

|
. 3
art is a vexry vex?ng cne indeed. First of all, we want to say, as above
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that the peréon wﬁo nolds today that art must be religious is mistsaken,
that what he saysjis false. But if he had said it eight hundred years
ago, then there i% a good chance that vhat he said was true: to be
considered.a workiof art, an object had to be taken to have religious
impliéations. Ev%n‘if this last statement is not true, it could be.
Another way of 1o$king at the problem is this: our comments on Airpert

suggest that whilé we recognize a temporally and culturzlly relative
| .

centrél.factual c#re in our denotative use of the concept of art,
whereby olassicalzworks and new works created within well-understcod,
clearly establish%d traditions are as a matter of fact works of art of
a certain type, w% also recognize that there is a revolutionary boun-

dary‘zone in the ?enotative rules of the concept. Works on the bound-
ary are not yet (#r, are no longer) full-bloéded works of art. The
process by which %n object is moved from the boundafy to the centre
is, as we have said, a process of cultural decision-making. In this®
context, how can it.be false af one time that X is a work of art, then
at another time bé a fact that X is a work of art?

The way &ut of the difficulty ié, I think, as follows. It
is alesr that thagmann{ng nf the nhrase "work of art". as a denotative
phrase, is not id%ntical with i1ts extension. It is determined by the
reigning culturaljrules.for dealing with art. As those rules change,
the meaniﬁg of "work of art" changes: as the rules remain the same,
- so too does the ﬁ$aning of "work of art". This means that the state-
ment "It is a fac% that X is a work of art" is a culturzlly relative

statement that can not be understood independently of a reference to

a cultural setting (contrast "Xis red" or "2+2=4"). In other words,
i
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the above statement states a cultural fact, analogous in many ways to

the statement "X ﬁs a foul ball", which states what Searle calls an

"institubional faﬁt”. Thus the truth-value of the statement "X is
a work of art" ca% change without any natural change in the "X"; it
can also remain tﬁe same, in some cases;,; with a great deal of natural
change in the "K”B cf. the (definite description) play'King Lear."”

It might bk suggested that our treatment of the concept of
art entails that gnything could be considered art,.and thus that we
are forced to sayithat "work of art" means the same as'"real thing",
which of course is not true. It does folloﬁ that anything could be
treated as a workiof art with sufficient change in the concept of art;
we will just haveito wait and see how the concept develops in the
future. For if aicultural group as & whole decides to treat an ob-
ject as art, then?it is art. But it doé; not follow from this that
everything at theisame time could be considered art. éart of the
usefulness of the‘wérd Tart? cémeg from the concept being over against
other concepts like handicraft, entertainment, mere technique, and,
more remotely and!less evaluatively, history, philosophy. psychology,
and science in gehera}. Althoughvthere are no clear-cut borderlines
séparating these various interests, with_each sharing much of the
others, if it cam% to pass that all of these other concepts were
absorbed into the%concept of art, so that the rules whereby we deal
with history, forliexample, were the same as those whereby we deal
with art, the resth would be a large-scale brezkdown in the

|

' \
efficiency with which we interact with the world, and the demand for
\ ,

understanding wouid reassert itself by making distinctions between
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aesthetic and ot*er interests. It is thus not a factual possibility
that we should a£ some time in the future treat everything as art.

In this Fhesis, we have tended to stress the diveristy of

the ways we intefact with those things considered to be art in order
!

to'avoid imposin$ an arbitrary 2_prieri ivnity on art based on the
assumption that #here must be something that Art really i1s. Ve
have tried to 1o$k at the ways we call things art to see if thexe
is such a unity.i The result has been that we have concluded that
any unity art has is grounded in culturel uvnity. If it were to be
discovered that there is some cultural interest that 1s essentizl

in man, and that |art alone could satisfy that interest, then we would

have to allow that art could be defined. Although 1t 1s beyond the

scope of this thesis to determine whether there is such an interest,
we have already %uffleiently expressed our doubts about 1t. Beyond
this, our conclusion that art i1s culturally relative is far from

original; many oﬂhefs have sai1d +the same thing--but not many philosophers.
; ¥ ; J B I
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