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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In this study I propose to review and discuss contem-

porary developments in aesthetlic theory. 1In its broédest sense,.

the field of aesthetics is primarlly a study of our experiences

of the various arts and other related types of exPerience. It
is not concerned exclu81vely with,the fine arts, for our per-
ception’ of natﬁral phenomena and non-aftisti#ally created
objeects may occur in a manner which closely approximates our
aesthetic'apprehension of works of art. This discussion,
however, will be limited to an investigation into the nature

of the aesthetic experience in the fine arts generally.

I think that the problems of aesthetlcs may be classi-
fied, for-the~purposes of analysis, into those that are
 psychologica1 and those that are more purely philosophical.
The psychological problems of aesthetics may be divided into
two groups: the first pertaining td the process of artistic
creation, and the second to the processes involved in the
ﬁconsumption" of works of art. With regard to the process of
értistic créétion, our interest lies in =a description of the
ecreative process, and in the motives which prompt and govern
the activity of the artist in his production of works of art.
.As for the consumers of art, psychoiogical investigation can

reveal significant features of the nature of the mental
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processes involved in the apprehension of aesthetic objects,
for without this investigation no account of the aesthetic
experience could be given at all. This analysis of the exper-
ience takes one no farther than psychology, wherein we would
be merely describing our states of mind, attitudes or feelings

towards art.

While the philosophical interest in the aesthetic
experieﬁce resides, in part, in the data presented by the
psyechologist, it is mainly concerned with a deséription and
analysis of aesthetic value-judgments and the fﬁnction and
principles of eriticism. Every example of art ié made up of
a complex number of artistically related and unified parts,
and while these can be described to some extent in non-aesthetic
terms, the philosopher is primarily concerned with the analysis
of statements regarding the "beauty," "goodness," or "value'"
of aesthetic objects, and how these Quélities are judéed.- it
is therefore oné of the more important functions of the philos-
‘ophy of art, and it will be one of the aims of thils study, to

clarify, by analysis, the usage of these and other concepts.

In this essay I shall treat of the nature of art and of
the aesthetlic experience from the point of view of the consumer
and the critic. For this reason, I have chosen to limit the .
scope of the discussion to a consideration of the nature of the
mental processes, feelings and emotions involved in the appre-
hension of works of art, and to an analysis of the nature of

aesthetic values and the principles of art criticlsm. Finally,
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I shall attempt to evaluate the contribution of recent theories

in these fields to an adequate theory of aesthetics.

The organization of the material presented in the
following chapters was suggested by thé distinction, made by
C. J. Ducasse,l between the effectivé, recépﬁive and judgmental
attitudes. While the effective or préctical attitude may apply
to the process of art-creation, it is a non-aesthetic attitude |
from the consumer's point of view. It is in contrast to the
pecullarly aesthetic attitudes: the receptive attitude -- "a
throwing.oneself open to the advent of feeling" -- and the )
judgmental attitude which is evaluative and criticél. Therefore
I believé that the aesthetic experience has two aspects which
may be separated, at least for theoretical purposes. In drder
to make these clear, I shall orderlthe material into two main
chapters entitled "Aesthetic Gontemplationﬁ énd "pesthetic
Judgment." To complete the study, I shallhélSO‘éonsider briefly

some of the problems and principles of art criticism.

In the following chapﬁers, there is nothing introduced
which can be called "new" material. The value of future studies
lies, I think, in the order which will be imposed on the
material which is already available. Here the main objective
is to consider both psychological and philosophical theories of
aesthetics, and to relate their contribution to an adequate

theory of aesthetics. The present problem confronting aesthetic

T C. J. Duecasse, PhllOSOphy of Art (New York- The Dial
Press, 1929) pp. 134 £f.




theory is summed up in this statement:

Personally, I think it is probably quite unlikely
that any very startlingly new facts about aesthetics are
yet to be discovered. We know as much as we ever shall
know, broadly speaking, about the nature of the media of
the particular arts. . « Further investigation will no
doubt lead to further precision and detall of knowledge
in these and in other aspects of the subjeet, but not, I
think, to anything of a revolutionary nature. In any
case, pending the discovery of suth revolutionary facts,
it seems to me urgent to try to understand the signifi-
cance of the facts which we already know. Anyone, I
think, who reads much of what has been written on
aesthetics must be struck by the accumulation of facts,
on the one hand, and by the lack of finality in the
conclusions drawn from the facts, on the other. For
this reason it seems to me that the most frulitful problems
for aesthetics at the moment are problems of method. We
need to discover, that is, what are tge right questions
to ask about the facts which we know.

% E.M. Bartlett, Types of Aesthetic Judgment, (London:

George Allen & Unwin, 1937) p. 10.




CHAPTER II

AESTHETIC CONTEMPLATION

1. Deseriptive Characteristics of Contemplation.

This chapter is concerned with psydhoiogical aesthetics.
I am not undertaking a deséription of the processés of artistic
creation in the mind of the artist here; rather, the discussion
will be limited to a description of the mental processeé in-
volved in the apprehension of aesthetic objects, in so far as
.that may be possible. That state of mind which we are about
to study may also be calied the aesthetic attitude or the
aesthetic response; the word "contemplation," however, will
be most useful in denoting that receptive attitude whiech is

‘peculiarly aesthetic.,

On one point, all modern theories of art and the
aesthetic experlence seem to agree. They insist, if only
Implicitly, that a work of art is made to be contemplated.

The artist, although perhaps he would not admit it, desires

to produce an object of sufficient merit to warrant its
exhibition in some public place. The work of art, which is

an imaginative use of the artistic materials, l1s made avail-
able to critics and others who may affirm or deny the aesthetic
value of the finishéd product. Judgments of beauty or the lack
of 1t necessarily follow upon the act of contemplation, and

cannot be made legitimately without first eXperiencing the work -
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of art as an object of contemplation. But this does not mean
to imply that the artist creates for public consumption alone,
for
If he is creating for anyone else and not himself,
his art is bound to be pap which is meant for popular

consumption or at best propaganda, which has the intent
of influencing a person for ulterior purposes.

The work of art is a means to the aesthetic experience in
general, and it may be the case that the fine arts are

specially designed to evoke the contemplative attitude. Some

of the factors which determine their success in doing so will

be surveyed in the chapter entitled "Aesthetic Judgment."

The primary stage in the experience of aesthetic contem-
plation is that of perception, the saspprehension through the |
senses of immediately presented objects. In general, the.fine
afts are apprehended through sense-perception and involve
specially devised materials which are organized by the artistic
imagination into vehicles of aesthetie éxpressiveness. This
may not be equally true of all the arts. Music and painting,

for example, make thelr appeal primarily to sense-perception,

while poetry or the novel does not seem to meke a direct
appeal to the senses, but rather to the imagination. When we
look at a painting or a piece of sculpture, or listen to musiec,

we are perceiving through the senses of vision and hearing,

and this primary sctivity may be distinguished from the critical

1 Bertram Morris, The Aesthetic Process (Northwestern
University Studies in the Humanities, Number Eight. Bloomington,
Illinois: The Pantagraph Press, 1943) p. 44. ' '




attitude which involves imagination and recollection. In

perception, the external data are given and no amount of per-
ceiving will alter them. Thus the perceiving subject 1s help-
less before the given object. When the spectator looks at a

portrait, he is compelled to see it for what it is unless he

chooses to look elsewhere. If the painting, for example, is

not sufficiently pictorial, he may be unable to identify it as

a portrait, but nevertheless he continues to receilve the primary

sense-data as - long as he attends to the object:

He must receive them so long as, and to the extent
which, he chooses to attend to them. The power of the
perceiving subject lies in his ability to select what he
shall attend to, not in what he can make of the objects
which finally do receive his attention.?

Some - contemporary aesthetic theories seem to suggest

that the interests of the artist find expression in the

creatlon of aesthetic objects and that they may accompany our
experience of the objects. If the reference 1s to artistic
and aestheﬁic intefests, it mey be‘the case that the spectator
is often as much concerned as the artist with the arrangement'
of color, line and form in thé work of art. However,‘our
apprecliation of a work of art takes place without particular
reference to the artist's non-aesthetic interests, that is to

say, the motives and circumstances prompting the artist's

‘ereation, such as the nature of his inspiration or his desire

for fame, wealth, etc. In this sense, then, aesthetic contem-

plation may be characterized as disinterested:

< James K. Felbleman, Aesthetics (New York: Duell,
Sloan and Pearce, 1949) p. 142. ' :
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Discriminating perception focussed upon an object
as it appears directly to sense, without ulterior interest
to direct that perception inward to an understanding of
the actual forces or underlying structure giving rise to
this appearance, or forward to the purposes to which the
object may presage, or outward to its relations in the
general structure and the moving flux -- such free
attentivity may fairlg be said to mark the situation in
which beauty is felt.

Disinterestedness, however, does not preclude the presence of
activity, for contemplation is selective, and whatever is
irrelevant to the object apprehended must be suppressed. Thus
"activity and disinterested contemplation will always be found
to coexist.? But within the field of activity relevant to the
aesthetic object, the impulses and feelings peculiar to the
aesthetic response are permitted free play in order to be
resolved into some sort of balance:

The equilibrium of opposed lmpulses, which we sus-
pect to be the ground-plan of the most valuable aesthetic
responses, brings into play far more of our personality
than is possible in experiences of a more defined emotion.
We cease to be orientated in one definlite direction; more
facets of the mind are exposed and, what is the same thing,
more aspects of things are able to affect us. To respond,

not through one narrow channel of interest, but simulta-
neously and coherently through many, is to be disinterested

in the only sense of the word which concerns us here.°

This distinction may be brought out more clearly by
contrasting the disinterested aesthetic apprehension with
practical interests. If we hold a practical interest in an

" object, we conceive it to be instrumental to some further end,

| 3 D.W. Prall, Aesthetic Judgment (New York: Thomas Y.
Crowell Co., 1929) p. 57. |

4 Morris, op. cit., p. 15.

‘ © I.A. Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism
(London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co. Ltd., 1928) p. 251.




while the disinterested interest 1s én appreciation of the

present order on its own account. In one case the means and
the end are separated in that the object of action is not
immediately achieved; and further, there may be several
alternative courses of action by which the end may be attalned.
~ Bubt in the aesthetic object, the means and the end are insepar-
ably related; they are in fact one.5 Or, as this argument has
 been employed in value-theory:

Values Whiéh inhere in the nature of the object in
this sense of being realizable through presentation of it,
contrast with the instrumental values of things, which are
potentialities for conducing to some positive value quality
not disclosed in the presence of that object to whiech the
value is attributed but through presentation of some other
object to which it may lead.?

The distinction between the practical and the aesthetic

attitudes has also been developed in the theory of Edward

Bullough, "Psychical Distance,"8 where the criterion of aesthetie

céntemplation consists of "a pﬁtting of the object out of gear

with our practical needs and ends," whatever theée may be.

Other writers; however, have not insistéd ﬁpon a strict
division between aesthetic and practical interests. The protest
of John Dewey, for example, rests upon the usage of the word
"agesthetic," which refers, he says, ". . . to experience as
éppreciativé, perceiving, and enjoying. It denotes the

consumer's rather than the producerts standpoint." (i.e., not

© Morris, op. cit., pp. 16-17.

7 g.I. Lewis, An Analysis of Knowledge and Valuation
(La Salle, The Open Court Publishing Company, 1946) p. 432.

8 See below for an extended discussion, pP. 33 L,
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practical).”

Munro distinguishes the aesthetic experience as

e« « o lacking, or comparatively lacking, in the
element of active problem-solving, of thinking out means
to ends which we personally desire. . . The essential
point is that in responding aesthetically to an object,
one pays more exclusive attention to its nature as a
perceptual form, or as a form suggested to one's
imagination; and less to thinking about how the object
might be used, altered, or avoided so as to achieve
one's own desires.lO

C.J. Ducassell describes the state of aesthetiec contem-
plation as resembling an attempt‘to understand in that it is a
throwing onéself open to the advent of feeling. The phrase
t"listening"” or M"looking" with our capacity for feeling,' he
sﬁggests, is adequately descriptive of the attitude of directed
but contentless receptiveness. Thus the state of assthetic
contemplation is not attention aloné, but presupposes a content
of attention:

It is to that ceontent that our attention is directed,
but it is for the feeling import of it that we "listen,"
l.e., make ourselves receptive. This essential point is
made clearer still if we note that, given attention to the
very same content, we might have "listened" not for feellng,
but instead for meanling or will-impulse. The fact of rapt
attention is thus not peculiar to the aesthetic attitude. .
That contemplation is something more than attention is
obvious in the case of reading. Attention to the words
on the page is necessary, but in addition, a throwing one-
'self open to their meaning has to take place (and con-
stitutes lectical or logical contemplation of them, as
distinguished from aesthetic).l2

Y John Dewey, Art as Experience, p. 47, cited by Thomas
Munro, The Arts and Their Interrelations, (New York: The
Liberal Arts Press, 1949) p. 97.

10 gp. cit., p. 98.

11 op. cit., p. 140.
12 1pig., p. 141.

.
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In successful contemplation our attention is directed to the
aesthetic materials of a work of art (forms, colors, sounds,
words), while our interest resides in the feeling import. If,
at any point in this contemplative experience, our lnterest
should have regard to anything other than the feeling import
(as in the case of explanatory notes accompanying the perform-
~ance of "program" musiec), then the feelings we experlence are

not relevant to aesthetic contemplation.

The contemplative situation is not to be confused with
the critical apprehension of a work of art, as evidenced by
the distinctlon made above between the receptive and judgmental
attitudes.1® A knowledge of the principles of criticism is of
little help in abttaining the contemplative attitude, in fact
it may be a hindrance to the attaimment of the aesthetic
response by distracting the attention away from the total feel-
ing import of the object to the more formal structural aspects.
The critical attitude 1s not appropriate, for example, when
delight is taken in nature. Writes Santayana:
A sunset is not eriticised; it is felt and enjoyed.
The word "criticism" used on such an occasion, would
emphasise too much the element of deliberate judgment and
of comparison with standards. Beauty, although often so
described, is seldom so perceived, and all the greatest
excellences of nature and art are so far from being
approved of ay a rule that they themselves furnish the
standard and ideal by which crltics measure inferior
effects,l14

Illustrations from studies in the psychology of musie reinforce

Lo See Introduction.

. 14 .The Sense of Beauty (New York: Charles Scribner's
Sons, 1896) PpP. 18~14, :
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“this argument. Describing individual differences in listening
to music Charles S. lMeyers Says:

The purely pragmatic and objective aspects in which
the art material 1s considered in relation to its use and
to the person's standard of values are in themselves
incapable of inducing the aesthetic experience.l'

Meyers claims that the "objective" attitude towards music
occurs most frequently among those technically trained in music

or in highly sensitive laymen, whose eritical attitude tends to

inhibit the purely contemplative attitude.

Since the contemplative attitude is one which has 1ittle
utility in préctical every-day life, it is not surprising that
its occurrence should be brief and often pass unnoticed or
unidentified as such. It is, however, a state that is exper-
ienced on many occasions by persons of normal sensibilities,
even in the most élémentary discriminations in matters of

personal btaste and preference:

To judge, for instance, whether the color of a given
necktie "goes with" that of the suit with which it is to be
worn, is to judge whether the feeling obtalned in the

aesthetic contemplation of the color combination 1s
pleasant or not. . ¢« To observe for oneself the nature of
that [ contemplative] state, one but needs to report one-
self to the moment when one was giving one's attention to
the color combination,: but had not yet obtained from it
-the inner experience (viz., the feeling) which, when
obtained, was {udged, as the case may have been, pleasant
or unpleasant. 6

An experience is aesthetic only when the experience 1is

marked by the characteristic pause of contemplative release

15 Max Schoen, (ed.), The Effects of Music (London:
Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., Ltd., 1927) p. 29.

16 Ducasse, op. cite., p. 143.
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and an absorption in the presented content on its own account
and a lack of response to action.l?7 However, experiences
other than thevapprehension of works of art may embody some-
thing of the aesthetic. Where there is the absence of the
practical relation between ourselves and the object the con-
templative state may be experienced. This condition is one of
the chief sources of pleasure of travel to distant places.
Ducasse suggests that
The fact that the possibility of taking the aesthetic
attitude depends to so great an extent upon the absence of
practical relation between ourselves and the object, explains
why the terms "detachment" and '"psychical distance" are some-
times used in accounts of the nature of the aesthetic

attitude .18

See below for an account of these theorlies.

While elements of the aegthetlie may appear in experiences

other than the fundamentally aesthetic apprehension of works of
art, we are seldom "purely aesthetic" in attitude or experience.
The most common type is of an intermédiate kind,

« « « Where practical reasoning is present but sub-
ordinate. Comparatively speaking, an aesthetic experience
is one containing little or no active effort to solve
practical or theoretical problems -~ one in which the
ordinary processes of scheming and planning, weighing
evidence, adapting means to ends and testing hypotheses are
suspended. . « It may be a single, momentary response or a -
sustained attitude, as in listening to a symphony. It may
be a confirmed habit, as in the aesthetic type of person-
ality as contrasted with the practical or intellectual. It
often involves suspension and guiescence of motor-muscular
activities, except those required in active perceiving.
Selected perceptual and mental functions tend to be hyper-
active; so it is incorrect to call the aesthetic experience

+¢ Lewis, op. cit., pp. 439 ff.

18 Ducasse, op. cit., p. 145.
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"pagssive' without qualificatioﬁ.l9
Thus, while muéh of our experience is tinged with aesthetic
overtones, the asesthetic attitude is present exclusively only
occasionally; for it is rarely that the experience becomes so

intense as to exclude all else from the field of consciousness.

In‘the foregoing analysls asesthetic contemplation has
been variously described as receptive, disinterested, non-
pfactical,Apresupposing a content of attention, non-critical,
free from ulterior interests or ends, and as a detached |
absorption in presented content. However, little has been
-said regarding the nature of the feelings or emotions exper-
jenced within the limits of this description of aesthetie
contemplation. It is to this problem that we shall now direct

our attention.

2. The Nature of Experiences Involved in Contemplation.

The primary element to be considered in a study of the
nature of the feelings obtained in the aesthetic experience is
sensation. The basic nature of sensation in aesthetic theory
is often overlooked. Even in our routine percéptions we are
rarely interested in.colors and shapes in themselves, but only
in their relations with one another whereby objects possessing
them may be recognized and identified. "Outside of art,
sensation is a mere transparent means to-the end of communi-

cation and recognition."20

19 Munro, op. cit., ppe. 98-99.

20 Dewitt H. Parker, The Principles of Aesthetics, (New
York:  Appleton-Century-Crofts Inc. Second Edition 1946) p. 21.
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. Without the primary element of sensation, the aesthetic

- experience could not occur.

In attempting a classification of sensations, a common
method is to think in terms éf the sense organs which perceive
them.2l Thus we think of visual and auditory qualities,
tactile, olfactory and gustatory qualities. Of these, the
sense of vision and hearing alone have come to be thought of.
as pre-eminently aesthetic‘senées, since they provide the
basis of all the arts.22 The so-called "lower" types of
sensation are not, at least for the present, equally fit to
enter into the aesthetic experience. There are several |
reasons for this division between "higher" and "lower."
 Vision and hearing, thé aesthetic senses, are particularly .
sulted as media of communication and expression while taste

and touch are primarily practical.®® Moreover, smells and

21 T.M. Greene, The Arts and Their Interrelations
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1947) has distin-
guished at some length what he calls the primary media of the
arts, €.g., "The distinction between the primary raw material
and the primary artistic medium can be illustrated most simply
in music. The primary raw material of pure instrumental music
is sound and silence as such. But the composer does not start
with sound and silence "in the raw." His primary medium con-
sists of readily producible sounds organized into a system of
musically related tones exXpressible in a scale." p. 40.

"The primary sensuous medium of pure or absolubte
music consists of musically related tones and rests . . . the
'sensuous medium of sculpture is a three-dimensional solid,
that of painting a two-dimensional surface . . . The primary
medium of literature is words in meaningful relation." pp. 35-37.

22 Parker, op. cit., p. 45.
23 Ibid., pp. 45-46,.
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odors do not fail into any order or arrangement, and any
variation in them cannot be classified as can variations in

color, sound and shape,

Hence our grasp of them, while it is esthetic very
clearly, since they may be felt as delightful, is the
grasp in each case upon just the specific presented non-
structural quality, which is as absolutely different,
unique, simple, and unrelatable to further elements
intrinsically through its being, as anything could be .24

A useful distinction in determining the role of
‘sehsation in the aesthetic experience 1is that of presented and
suggested factors (sometimes'called sensory and expressive).

In terms of the psychology of perception, a work of
art consists of certain stimuli to sensory experience, and
also to association and interpretation on the basis of
memory and past experience. A painting stimulates visual
experiences such as those of llnear shape, color, lightness
and darkness. It presents visual images directly to the
eyes. In addition, it has the power to suggest other
images and concepts to a brain which has been conditioned -
through experience and education. Thus a painting can be
analyzed into certain presented factors -- the shapes and
colors which are directly visible -- and certain suggested
factors -~ the other objects and events such as trees,

- persons, battles, which it tends to call up in imagination;
and also, in some cases, more abstract conceptions such as
moral ideals and religious doctrines. Presentation and
suggestion are the two modes of transmission by which a
work of art is conveyed to the apperceptive mechanism of
the observer or percipient. ‘

With regard to the presented factors, they are easily verified
and agreed upon, although this is not always the case with the
Suggested factors. The main interest in the p?esented factors
is that they.make up a large part of the total form of art,
particularly in abstract visual art. The attributes linear

shape or line, surface shape and solid shape, hue, lightness,

24 Prall, op. cit., p. 62.
25 Munro, op. cit., p. 356, 1Italics in the original.
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darkness and saturation are concepts devised to describe
objects perceptually, and are the elementary components of

aesthetic form.28

Pure sensation is impossible. Perception is actually

a‘complex process involving both sensation and conceptual
interpretations of sensory data:

It is psychologically impossible to have a sensation
without consciously or unconsciously interpreting it in
some way. We are bound to relate it to other sengatlions
and to set it in a perceptual frame of reference .27

Another elemeﬁt in the aesthetlc experience is that of
emotion. It may be that Tolstoy and ethef exponents of
expressionism in art have laid too much stress on feeling and
emotlion, but the fact that the emotional factors'have received
so much attention will justify a brief survey of.their pert in

_the total eiperience. Améng thé speéific emotlons which art
may suggest are joy, despair, grief, and so on. According to
the James-Lange theory ". . . an emotion is simply a cluster of
sensations psychieally fused into a single Qﬁality which is

taken as the quality of the emotion."28 With the exception of

moods®® everything ordinarily denoted as an emotion may be

described as a fusion of sensatibns.

These fusions are classes as those made up of external

26 Tbid., p. 359.
27 @reen, op. cit., p. 246.

28 3.C. Pepper, Principles of Art Appreciation, (New
York: Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1949) p. 118.

29 see below, p. 3B.
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sensations, called sensory fusions, and those made up of

internal sensations which are feelings of instinctive drives,

called drive emotions. The sensory fusions operate as organ-
izing principles, while the instinctivé drive emotions enter
the field of art as aesthetic materials to be organized.
Sensory fusions cannot be named, since each spectator must

experience them for himself. An example of a sensory fusion

would be any musical chord. The overall "effect" of any paint-

ing is the quality of its sensory fusions; and to grasp this
charactér'of the work 1s to react emotionally. This should
be distinguished from the analytic approach which, in the case
of the musical chord, would evaluate the effect of each tone
separately. Upon this description, ". . . it follows that the
emotional quality of each. work of anﬁ great degree of complex~-

ity is unique."30

Drive emotions, on the other hand, "consist of rather
definite sets of sensations correiated Witﬁ the sets of
actions and readinesses to act which characterize the
instincts."®l Consequently they can be nemed and classified,
unlike sensory fusions. PFamiliar emotions like pity, grief,
Jealousy, hate, scorn, disgust and reverence areAfeelings

which result from the frustrabtion or conflicts of drives.52

0 Ibid., p. 120.

51 Ibid., p. 121. These drives are listed as hunger,
thirst, sex, maternal, nurturance, nesting, rest and sleep,
elimination, aggression and fright.

%2 Ibid., p. 122.
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There are, however, no names for many of the emotional

feelings that accompany each of the basic drives:

Only a few feelings, such as those already alluded
to, -- love, anger, fear, jealousy, anxiety, ete., -~ have
names. They are feelings which are closely connected with
typical recurrent situations in life, and are usually
‘accompanied by overt and easily recognizable modes of
behavior. The terms "the emotions" and "the passions"
designate principally those standard labelled feelings,
and indeed those feelings primarily as out of the aesthetic
status, that is to say, as mere accompaniments or incidents
of praectical endeavor of one sort or another. But to one
such named feeling, there are a thousand that have received
no name, but which are none the less real ex%eriences of
the very same general sort, viz., emotionsal.

Failure. to recognize that the realm of feeling con-
tains not merely love, fear, anger, and so on, but a vast
wealth of other unnamed but just as: truly emotional exper-
iences, is 1 believe the principal explanation. of such
opposition as there has been to "emotionalist" theories of
art + + « form is important in aesthetic objects for the
very reason that it itself, in contemplation, is the source
of certain aesthetic emotions which nothing else can
objectify.%4

The third element of contemplative feeling is mood. A

difficulty here is‘in gathering sufficient material for an

adequate discussion of the nature of moods. In most writings

on aesthetics, the subject 1s introduced casually, and the term

ls often used synonymously with feeling or emotion. However,
S.C. Pepper, following the suggestion of Josiah Royce and
Wilhelm Wundt, suggests that "moods (or at least one of them)
might be second or third dimensions of affection -- affection

signifying the pleasure-pain series."®® TIn this view, moods

©% Ducasse, op. cit., pp. 195-196.
54 Ibid., pp. 197-198.

35 op. cit., P. 123.
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are not fusions of sensations, but are simple states which run
in two series: the excitement-to-calm series, and the strength-
to-delicacy series. Stimuli for the excitement-to-calm series
in color, for example, run from bright colors to grays and
neutral colors, while in the strength-to-delicacy series the
range is from dark colors;to tints.%® The fact that moods are
more or less stable in theilr atbachment to their basic stimulil

renders them capable of being communicated in art.

Writers in the field of the psychology of music have
stressed the importance of mood at the,exPense of the purely
emotional effect. Studies have reported that, among those
most sensitiﬁe to. music, emotions have little or no part, but

« « o the asesthetic effect is of the nature of a
general condition of a mood. This conclusion 1s
corroborated by the fact that vocal music has a tendency
to arouse well-defined emotional effects far more often
than instrumental music, the probability being that the
specific emotional effect is due in the main to the
words. Even such effects as love, longing, reverence,
and devotion result primerily from vocal music, while
such general effects as rest, restlessness, and peace
are mentioned most often in connection with instrumental
masic.

Aside from the numerous specific moods -- the cheerful
and the melancholy, the anticipatory and the reminiscent, and
others -- there are two fundamental moods, namely, exaltation

and :depression:

Feeling, as emergency action, is related to ends.
The successful achievement of the end is accompanied by

%6 Ibid., pp. 123-124,

, 57 Mex Schoen, (ed.), The Psychology of Musle, (New
York, The Ronald Press Company, 1940) p. 91. '
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"exaltation", the lack of success by "dggression". Both
moods are "images" of internal stimuli. ,

Unlike instinct and emotion, mood is "emergenecy action,"
as opposed to overt action. In musiec, for eXample, |

.« « o« a sound stimulus awakens not only a sensory
process in the ear, the correlative. of which is a
sensation, but also incipient motor reactions, which if
carried out, would be an emotion, but which, being too
slight and diffuse, produce only what we call a mood. . .
In ordinary experience, there are objects present to which
the organism may actually respond, but in the aesthetic
experience there are no real objects towards which a
significant reaction can take place; in music, the source
of the sound is obviously of no practical importance,
while in such arts as painting and sculpture wheré
interesting objects are represented, the objects themselves
are absent; hence the reaction is never carried out, but
remains incipient, a vague feeling which, findlng no object
upon which it may work itself off, is suffused upon the ‘
sensation. These sense feelings are the subtle, but basal,
material of all beauty.59 '

This is perhaps less true of the other arts than of
music, where the various moods are the result of more or less
definite associations: the stirring nature of trumpet tones,
the excitemeht of high and loud tones generally, and so on.
In literature, for example, while it is more difficult to
loeate the exact source of the stimuli, fhe general effect of
mood is recognized as being present in many cases. For the
.purpgses of- aegthetic theory, however, the chief difficulty
is that the nature of the psychological mechanism through

which the moods are aroused is largely unknown.

The artist is enabled to produce a work of art that will

58 M.C. Nahm, The Aesthetic Experience and Its
Presuppositions, (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1946) p. 463.

39 Parker, op. ¢it., p. 129.
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induce a mood because in the process of creating he may be
abie to control both the number of stimuli which affect the
observer and the frequency of repetition of the same stimulus
(under the rules of rhythm, proportion, harmony, etc.). For
example, in drama, comic and tragilec scenes'may alternate with
one another in order to avoid too great concentration upon any
one emotion. This may be a reéson for assuming that a mood,
rather than an instinct or emotion, is induced by what is

called a "moving" work of art. 40

The fact that moods, unlike instinets or emotiéns, are
not conducive to overt action, places them in a poéition of
importance in any attempt to describe the nature of the feel-
~ ings experienced in the disinterested, receptive attitude

which characterizes the experience of aesthetic contemplation.

‘3. The Role of the Imagination.

In some ways, the rdle of the spectator's iﬁagination
in the act of apprehending a wérk of art is méfe limited than
that of the artist in creating it. While the artist was free
‘to interpret what he found of'interesf in the external world,’
the spectator must grasp the completed work of art and employ

his imagination only on the given object;41

In the representational arts, the ease with which a

work will be understood depends on the plausibility with which

20 Nahm, op. Cit., pp. 474-476.
OP. CLt

41 Felbleman, op. cit., p. 147,




the content (an object depicted or described) is made recog-
nizable. But the non-representative, symbolic or abstract
arts require an additional measure of collaboration on the
part of the observer, hearer or reader, because the apparent
content is not the measure of the .importance of the work:

Here the artist's attitude of mind is not
adequately communicated to us until in our own respond-
ing imagination there arises a new creation which may
bear profound significance but need not resemble any
apparent content. Indeed where pattern and form super-
sede apparent content the latter may be trivial or non-
sensical . . . For response is aroused more by the
manner than the matter in this kind of art.%

It has been suggested above that music, rather than
communicating an emotion, almost invariably evokes a mood.
Also in poetry the aim is not to express, deectlfy or com-
municate emotion, but to convey an imaginative idea or object'

It may be that the conveyance is accompanied by the
occurrence of emotion; but such emotion is incidental to
the main end of poetry, which is the expression and
communication of an object or obgects as they are present
to the imagination of the poet.4 -

But this does not mean to say that there are no other specifi-

cally'éesthetic values than moods or imaginative ideas.%44

The workings of the imagihation in the process of con=-
templation may easily flow over into an irrelevant play of

fancy. Genuine imagihétion'is.a process of organizing and

42 M. Johnson, Art and Scientific Thought (London:
Faber and Faber Ltd. 1944) p. 20,

43 D.G. James, Scepticism and Poetry, p. 30, cited in
J. Hospers, Meaning and Truth in the Arts, (Chapel Hill,
University of North Carolina Press, 1946) p. 20.

44 3ee below under Aesthetic Judgment ..
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synthesizing eXperience.

- It is an activity whereby the world is prehended,
and, in that prehension, at once dissoclved and remade . . .
when the imagination withdraws itself from this conscious
labor of creation into the contemplation of a world to the
reality of which it is indifferent, and when it exercises
its processes for their own sake, it is no.longer
imagination, but fancz.45

As a work of the imagination, an aesthetically valuable poem
has, as one of the criteria of its success, the power of evok-

ing a feeling or mood, true to experience, which enhances the

imaginative vision of the reader:

This "truth-to" [experience] seems . . . to be the
criterion of whether a poem is the work of the imagination
(as opposed to the faney); the two are the same thing
clothed in different words.

Creation and full eppreciation are but different aspects
of the same process. The part of the artist is somewhat
greater in that his task was the ordering of materials into a
whole that did not previously exist, while the spectator is §
guided by the presented content: |

. Both actively enter into the feeling tensions of

the materials, both imaginatively work these up toward an
organic structure for the satisfaction of all elements in

a total mutual fulfillment. . . The artist creates, the
- 8pectator recreates .47

4, Pleasure.

It is not the intention of this essay to reconstruct or

.to survey at length any hedonistic theory of aesthetics. How-

75 Tbid., p. 201.
46 Ipid., p. 203.

47 3.¢. Pepper, The Basis of Criticism in the Arts, E
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1945) p. 88.
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ever, the frequency with which the word "pleasure" is used
Justifies a consideration of the relevanéy of the usage of
this term as a description of the feelings obtained in

aesthetic contemplation.

A distinction can be drawn between ordinary pleasurable
experiences and aesthetically enjoyable ones. Pleasurable
non-aesthetic experiences in general, like the taste of honey
or physical exertion in sports; contain an element of conscious
personal participation. The aesthetic experience, on the other
hand, is usually characterized by an impersonai activity of the
feelings and the imagination. .Perhaps the outstanding feature-
of the appreeciation of works of art is this detached, impersonal
attitude. One writer describes the experience as follows:

We are simply and solely gladdened by the spectacle
of the efflux which emanates from the perfect relations of
the parts to a whole within a given actual object, and we
do not feel called upon in any way to do anything about it
for ourgelves. . . The aesthetic emotion lives in the
golden and reflected glow of superfluous caring.4

It cannot be denied, however, that many experiences classed as
aesthetic do have an element of personal participation, as

theories. of empathy seem to suggest, and that non-aesthetic

experiences may be impersonal to some extent.

Nevertheless, the dissimilarity betweeh ordinary
pleasurable experiencé and the aestheticallﬁ enjoyable exper-
.ience may be indicated by referring to ordinary pleasure as a
feeling experienced at "lower" (physical and chemical) levels,

while the feeling ofiaeéthetié enjoyment is the same,'but felt

48 Feibleman, op. cit., p. 151.
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at.the "higher" levels (psychological and biological). "This
sesthetic emotion® as Feibleman calls it, "differs qualita-
tively from cruder types of enjoyment but theré is no sharp
dividing line distinguishing the one from the other, only an

imperceptible .shading."49

The distinction between "ordinary" and "aesﬁhetic“
pleasure may be made clear in.aﬁdther Way. In"many pracéical
situations, pleasure is derived from the elimination of a
state of displeasure, such as eating when ﬁungry, resting
when tired, and so on. In such cases we are mqtivated by an
unbalanced state of affairs which requires some action on our
part to restore normal functionlng, These pleasures are not
of a lasting nature and the action on our part to restore this
normal equilibrium must be taken repeatedly.‘ The pleasure or
enjoyment of art, however, is a different matter:

Aesthetic enjoyment, on the other hand, is without
any risks, encumbrances, or liabilities. No one 1is driven
to art by any specifiable need. There is nothing particu-
larly wrong which art sets right, for it is sought only
when one is well in mind and body. So aesthetic pleasure
is not a restoration of the self to its natural condition
of balance by the removal of the cause of unbalance; it 1is
a recreation of an already wholesome self into a still
higher wholesomeness by the process of transforming the
focus of attention from oneself, where 1t usually is, to
the object that is being attended to.

« « o« Such experience is enjoyment by being exper-
ience that 1s entrancing, that enhances living with a
moment of respite from the self that must be everlastinglg
preoccupled with itself in the interest of keeping alive. 0

79 1bid., p. 150.

50 jM. Schoen, (ed.), The Enjoyment of the Arts, (New
York: Philosophical Library, 1944), pp. 135-14.
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This enjoyment expérienced in the contemplation of works of
art may be characterized by a diffusion and a disinterested-
ness which is not common to the cfuder types of pleasure. In
the aesthetic experience "pleasure is secondary and diffused:

it is extensive rather than intensive."ol

T would offer the suggestion that aesthetic enjoyment

is a measure of the success with which the attitude of

aesthetic contemplation is achieved. If the termé-?pleasure"

and "pain" can be used as descriptions of the aesthetic expef-

ience at éll, thelr place is limited to use as partial synonyms
for the fundemental moods of "exaltation" and "depression"

which have already been considered.52

In the hedonistic descriétion of beauty as objectified
pleasure, the terms "beauty" and "objectified pleasure' appear
to be roughly equivaiént. In spife of any demerits ofka'
hedonistic system, it is most cértainly true thét'the contem-
plation of works of art does give some kind of pleasure to

most people; if this were not the casé, art would be avoided

instead of welcomed. Among any other values art might have,
it is, to a large extent, directly satiSfying. Contemporary
writers have avoided the use of the term "pleasure" because

of the false psychological implications aécompanyiﬁg its

ol Feibleman, op. cit., p. 437.

52 This analysis may appear to have some resemblance
to Santayana's version where "Beauty is an emotional element,
a pleasure of ours, which nevertheless we regard as a quality
of things." The Sense of Beauty, pp. 37 £f. But objectified
pleasures are no longer pleasures simply, thus the contem-
plation of objects should be spoken of as enjoyable.
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narrow interpretation:

If pleasure is understood as a specific emotion
or feeling-tone a ssociated with sensuous gratification,
joy, happiness, mirth, amusement, and the like, then it
is untrue to say (as some early hedonists do) that
everyone seeks his own pleasure. People often choose
pain and sadness, as Iin war and religious sacrifice.

Art, especially tragedy and serious religious_art, is
full of these graver, more negative feelings.®
One way out of the difficulties surrounding the use
of the term "pieasure“ as descriptive of the feelings
obtained in the aesthetic experience, suggests Munro, is to
define pleasure so as to cover all experiences which people
welcome, desire and accept:

By this definition, the feelings aroused by com-
templating tragic or painful art canbe pleasant, just
as religious and moral art « . . give thelr own kind of
serious pleasure.54

The use of synonyms for the word "pleasant," such as
ﬁaesthetically valuable," "delightful," "agreeable,"
"satisfying," "gratifying," "effective," and so on, méy avoid
the misconceptions and wrong interpréetations of hedonism, but
the task of defining the new terms in a specific manner is
too often ignored.55 The émployment of some general descrip-
tive term such as "aesthetic response," "aesthetic appre-
hension," "aesthetic experience," etc., qualified by adjectives

"favorable" and "successful," would fecognize the relevancy of

painful, unpleasant, irritating and repulsive feelings 1in

©9 Munro, op. cit., p. 88.
54 Tbid.

55 Ibid., p. 95. - -
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aesthetic contemplation.

In this discussion of pleasure, two alternatives have
presented themselves. If the word "pleasure" is to be retained
as a satiéfactory description of the feelingé obtained in
aesthetiec contemplation, its meaning may be widened so as to
include all possible fieldé of aesthetic experience, including
the tragic and the serious. This departure from the common
usage of the term is, however, neither practical nor desirable.
On the other hand, the term "pleasure" may reasonably be
employed to describe the feeiings expérienced in some lnstances
of aesthetic contemplation, for instance, in comedy andvsome
examples of music, literature and painting. But even here, it
is often a particular kind of pleasure that is experienéed.v
vIn ordinary experience the word is used loosely in any case,
.but in applying it to aesthetic experieﬁce it sufférs because
of its limited capacity to form an adequate descriptibn of
aesthetic feelings. For the purposes of aesthetic theory,
"ehjoyment" or "felt satisfaction" have the advantége that

they'may describe aesthetically pieasureable feelings along
with a great many others of a similar nature for which adequate
names do not exist. It is in this Sense that these terms will

be employed throughout the remainder of this essay.

5. Other Contemporary Theories.

To conelude this section of the psychological
description of aesthetic contemplation, 1 propose tovreview

two contemporary theories which purport to be accounts of the
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ﬁature of aesthetic contemplation. Théy are found_in the
writings of Theodor Li?ps and Vernon Lee (in the doctrine of
Empathy) and Edward Bullough (theory of Psychical Distance).56
The value of each of these theories is to be found in their
respective contributions towérds an understanding of the
psychological processes which govern the spectator in the
presence of works of art. Both theories, within thelir limits,
are relevant and illuminating to any discussion of aesthetic

contemplation.

Empathy. The key word of the theory of Empéthy is
"Einfihlung," of which the literal translation from the German
is "feeling (oneself) into." In this doctrine the aesthetic
objéct is described as a fusion éf the external stimulus, i.e.,
the physical content of the work of art, and the inner activity
consisting of the various feelings or emotions. Any conscious-
ness of the self and the object disappears:

Esthetic pleasure has no object at all. The
esthetic enjoyment is not enjoyment of an object, but
enjoyment of a self. It is an immediate feeling of a
value that is lodged in oneself. But this 1ls not a feel-
ing that is related to an object. Rather its characteris-

tic consists in this -~ .that there is no separation in it
between my pleased ego and that with which I am pleased;
in it both are ong and the same self, the immediately
eXperienced ego. ’

Empathy, then, refers to the psychological tendency to

project bodily movements, tensions and attitudes into external

objects which stimulate them. According to this analysis a

9% . Rader, A Modern Book of Esthetics (New York:
Henry Holt and Co., 1947) Chapters 8, 9. _

57 Ibid., p. 293.
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-statue of a runner would not only be peréeived and identified
‘as the statue so described, but the interpretation would also
include the emotions of tension, excitement and expectancy
which the spectator might experience in a similar situation.
But the emotions, nevertheless, are felt as those of the
runner: '

In a word, I am now with my feeling of activity
entirely and wholly in the moving figure. Even spatially,
if we can speak of the spatial extent of the ego, I am in
its place. I am transported into it. I am, so far as my
consciousness is concerned, entirely and wholly identical
with it. Thus feeling myself active in the observed human
figure, I feel also in it free, faecile, proud. This is
esthetic imitation and this imitation is at the same time
esthetic empathy.58

The outward consummation of the movements felt in inner
activity may or may not take place. Substitution of mental
images for movements probably takes place in the minds of all-
spectators except those most inclined to literal imitation.

In any case, the feelings of empathy are those held in the

object, and not those about ite.

Certain objections may be advanced against the empathy
theory. According to the theory, the act of empathy does not
seem to be a random occurrehce, for certain forms and gestures

seem to be correlated with certain emotions. But this does:
not allowlfor a measure of subjective interpretation of the |
form and content of art by spectators, as evidenced by common

disagreements on the nature of the success or faillure of certain

aesthetic objects.

The theory of empathy perhaps results from an undue

concentration on the visual arts, for it is difficult to

58 Ibid., p. 298,
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conceive how inner imitation could take place on hearing music,
either vocal or purely instrumentsl. Therefore the idea of the
identification of the self and the object cannot be allowed as
an important aspect of aesthetic theory, for it is strictly
applicable in only a few instances. And since this phenomenon
is not capable of being observed and verified, the empathy

theory should not be taken too seriously.

The mistake which the empathy theory makes consists, in
part, in its taking for a central, essentiasl factor this con-
tributory factor in art.®® The idea of inner imitation is
subject to similar criticism. Statements about muscular re-
actions, rather than being the essence of a theory of aesthetic
perception, may be a contributory factor only, and an awareness
of them on one occasion may lead to expectancy or exaggeration
of them on subsequent occasions.50 Furthermore, the initiative
for appreciation must come from the work of art itself, and
empathy seems to reverse this fact:

It may be necessary to have felt in certain ways in
order to appreciate a certain work of art, but I do not
think appreciation inveolves putting these feelings into a
work of art. In appreciating a novel, for example,
although the characters are in a sense "alive," they are

surely only artistically alive, i.e., their thoughts and
feelings have only formal or artistic value.b

The basis for identifying the "feeling into" exelusively

with aesthetic experience may be questioned, since-the oceur-

59 Bartlett, op. cit., p. 199.
60 1bid., p. 201.

6l 1pid., p. 200,
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rence of the empathetic reaction is equally evident in non-
aesthetic experiences. The conclusion must be that the theory
of empathy is a useful account of the kinaesthetic faetor in

apprehension -- the ways of knowing external objects by means

of muscular-motor responses -- and that its value lies in the
manner in which it can clarify certain types of aesthetic
experience, but it cannot be a complete explanation of aesthetic

contemplation, as it often pretends to be.

Psychical Distance. The varying distinctions applied

to the term "aesthetic" have arisen from the attempt to dis-
tinguish a pérticular type of experience possessing certain
identifiable properties'and characteristics, from all other
experiéncés which do not measure up-to these more or less
determinate specifications. As evideﬁced by‘discriminations
made earlier in this chapter, certain refinements in meaning
have been applied in a s&mewhat arbitrary manner tq des~
criptions of the aesthetic attitude. Theories explaining feel-
ings obtained in aesthetic contemplation in terms of imaginative

activity, absorption in content, detachment, empathy or pleasure

have seized upon one element in the experience upon which to
basé their anélyses. In view of the wide variability of

response to works of art this tendency has been inevitable.

However, there seems to be one common-constituent of the ex-
periences so described, without which the term "aesthetic"

cannot be employed:

The fundamental attitude consists in the separation
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of the esthetic experience f rom the needs and desires of
everyday life and from the responses which we customarily
make to our environment as practical humen beings « .
We may take pleasure in regarding the sky as a mass of
shifting form and shades of color, and not merely as an
indicator of weather changes; we may contenplate with
peculiar delight entirely divorced from practical con-
siderations, the spectacle of a building burning at night,
the flames rising into the dark sky and illuminating the
faces of the awed spectators. On these occasions we are
perceiving something "not for the sake of action, but for
the sake of perceiving."62

The implications of this attitude have been developed
at lengbh as the foundation of a separate aesthetic principle
in the essay, "Psychieal Distance," by Edward Bullough.®® The
basis of the theory is the introduction of "distance" between
the self and the objects which are the sources or vehicles of
affections (sensation, perception, emotional state or 1ldea).
Distance is produced by putting the phenomenon
' « o« o out of gear with our practical, actual self;
by allowing it to stand outside the context of our personal
needs and ends -- in short, by looking at it "objectively,"
as it has often been called, by permitting only such
reactions on our part as emphasize the "objective' features
of the experience, and by interpreting even our "subjective"
affections not as modes of our bein§ but rather as )
characteristics of the phenomenon.®
This 18 the negative, inhibitory aspect of distance. The
positive side is constituted by "the elaboration of the exper-
ience on the new basis created by the inhibitory action of

Distance ."69

62Hospers, op. cit., p. 4.
65 Rader, op. cit., pp. 315 ff.
64 Ipid., pp. 317-318.

65 1bid., p. 318.
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For compleﬁe sesthetic apprehension, the object must
evoke a personal response, and at the same time be held off
from the personality. This is effected by filtering the
relation of the practical and the'concfete, as in the appeal
of drama where the characters and events aré regarded as parts
of normal éxperience. The difference 1iés in that ﬁhat other-
wise would be the "normal® reaction of the sasudience 1is
arrested. When the spectators hiss the villain and warn the
heroine, they are not taking the appropriaﬁely distanced
attitude. This "3istanced" relation directs attention to the

second important topie, "the antinomy of distance."

Some predisposition on the part of the spectator is
necessary before a work of art can be appreclated properly.
-The better the preparaticn, the greater the likelihood of the
success of cohtemplation. Because of emotional and intellec-
tual differences, there is bound tolbe disagreement and
variance in tastes. But one factor is essential, that of

distanee:
Distance may vary in degree according to the

nature of the object, and also according to the
individual's capacity for maintaining a greater or
lesser degree. And here one may remark that not enly
do persons differ from each other in their habitual
measure of Distance, but that the same individual
differs in his ability to maintain it in the face of
different objects and of different arts.66

In short, Distance may be saild to be varlable
both according to the distancing-power of the individual,
and according to the character of the object. . . HJUnder-
distancing™ is the commonest failure of the subject, an

86 Ibid., p. 323.
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excess of Distance is a frequent failing of Art,
especially in the past.67
The lack of recognition of this important element in
the aesthetic experiénce has been the source of much misunder-
standing. In most cases, a distance-limit exists for the
average person which marks the minimum for‘the preservation
of the contemplative attitude, and this is usually higher than

that of the artist. Sub ject-matter which is near this limit

may easily fall below it, thus arousing hostility or amuse-

ment instead of appreciation.®8

Censorship in painting, sculpturing and drama salso
hinges upon the maintenance of a perspective of distance, for
", ., . if every member of the public could be trusted to keep
it, there would be no sense whatever in the exlstence of a

censor. . ."69

The eoncept of distance is sometimes difficult to apply
in music and architecture. In '"pure" instrumental music most

people hold an over-distanced attitu&e. 1t may be supposed

that the "mean! is more often reached in vocal music of a
" Welassieal" nature, while popular songs and music generally
are below the distance level of good art, and become super-

ficially pleasing. There is also the tendency of unmusical

- persons, no matter what the nature of the subject-matter, to

67 Ibid., p. 324. Italics in the original.
68 Ipid. p. 325.

69 1bid., p. 328.
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lapse into a train of irrelevant, subjective day-dreaminge.

.The appreciation of architecture lies at the extreme
end of the distance scale:

Architecture requires almost unlformly a very
great Distance; that is to say, the majority of persons
derive no esthetic appreciation from architecture as such,
apart from the incidental impression of its decorative
features and associations. The causes are numerous, but
prominent among them are the confusion of bullding with
architecture and the predominance of utilitarian purposes,
which overshadow the architectural claims upon the
attention.’0

The preservation of distance ‘toward all the arts is
hindered by excessive admiration of technique and manual
dexterity, which hold a practical appeal for the public. This

tendency has been a factor in the durability'of much bad art,

as well as genuine art.71

The théory of Psychical Distance gives a clue to the
understanding of the legltimate place of the ugly in art.
Unpleasant subject-matter 1s not éasily put out of gear with

things of practical concern. If we are not to react to such
objects with feelings of repugnance and distaste,

« « o the ugly merely requires of us more fortitude
and disinterestedness in the contemplation of things piti-
ful and fearful, of things emotionally powerful. The
problem is psychological, that of willingness to enter
into things which from another point of view are palnful
or disturbing. But by reason of the energies and tensions
being caught and resolved in the sensuous thing, what would
otherwise be painful yields aesthetic satisfaction.’2

- 70 Ibid., pp. 329-330.
71 Ipid., pp. 340-341.

72 Morris, op. cit., p. 134.




CHAPTER III

AESTHETIC JUDGMENT

l. Preliminary Distinctions.

In the preceding chapter, the discussion hés beeh
concerned primarily with the effects that a work of art may
have upon the spectator or listener, and with a description
of some of the main factorsvpeculiar to the attitude of con=-
templation of aesthetic objecﬁs. Emphasis has been placed
on the consumer of works of art. There is, however, a further
important aspect of aesthetic theory which remains to be con-
sidered. It has to do with the place of values iﬁ art, and

how they are judged.

All consumérs of art are, in one sense, critics. When
they are confronted by a work of art, they express their
enjoyment,yliking'or disliking,'approval or disapproval. But -
the principles on which these judgments are féunded areJoften
conflicting or obscure, and in many cases are unclear to those
‘passing judgment. About taste, it has been saild, there is no
disputing. However, if standards of tastg and criticism are
derived from judgments which are arrived at by an empirical
study of certain relevant facts common to aesthetic objects,
there is some justifiéation forvassuming that arguménts and
disagreements regarding the merits or values of particularl

works of art may be clarified by a study of the principles of
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aesthetic appreciation, valuation and criticism.

Contemplation is but one aspect of the whole aesthetic
experience, and may be distinguished from the appreciative and
critical which, taken togefher, will be referred to as the
Judgmental aspect. The preceding analysis has been a purely
~descriptive study of the mentel processes and attitudes which
| take place in the apprehension of works of art, and nothing
whatever has been said regarding the comparison and evaluation
of different works of art. This is the particular field'of
aesthetic judgment; which has to do with the estimation of
wérth or merit in art with reference to some specific value-
qualities. Through the consideration of these value-qualities
the works 6f art in question are designated as good or bad,
suécessful, unsuccessful or medlocre, beautiful or ugly, and

so forth.

Thé distinction between the appreciative and the

- eritical aspect of aesthetic judgment may be explained in
another manner. Appreciation of art presupposes someAheasure
of sensitive awareness which is necessary for the apprehension
. or appraisal of aesthetic value. A certaln delicacy and
susceptibility of feeling is réquired for the recognition and
estimation of worth or merit in ért. The experience of
appreciation, in the judgment of beauty or other forms of
value, is of a personal, subjective nature at this stage. It
might be described as an aséertion (to oneself) about the re-

action or interest that the aesthetic object has aroused.
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Unless this interest can be shown to reside in some inherent
property in the work of art there can be no claim to univer-

sality of tastes in art.

’Criticism, on the other hand, is also a formbof judg-
ment, but it involves a discrimination of aesthetic values
with a view to'evaluating the merits and faults of a work of
art and comparing it with other works of a similar nature.
Criticism also states the grounds which are the basis for

such decisions.

The arts may be approached in a number of ways which
may be mistaken for appreciation. The historical approach
to music or painting, suggests A.R. Chandler,l may provide
interesting background about the compoéer or the artist and
the circumstances surrounding the production of the work,'but
adds little or nothing to any aesthetic wvalues which the work
may contain. A statement such as the following, for example,
cannot be admitted as relevant to the critical evaluation of
a work of art:

Artistic expression bestows upon us the calmness
of a rapt experience. OQur admiration is heightened
because we know what effort, what exertion precedes a
perfeet work of art, becasuse we envisage the chaos the
creator had te conquer, the pains he had to endure, to
transform somethin% amorphous into an enchanting, '

captivating shape.

Also, appreciation is not a knowledge of technical details

1 Beauty and Humen Nature (New York: Appleton-Century
Co., 1934) pp. 542 If.

2 S.L. Hart, Treatise on Values (New York: Philosophical

Library, 1949) p. 91-
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concerning the primary media of the arts. 'Aﬁ uhderstanding
of the nature of the harmonic system of vibrafions produced
by musical instruments or the chemistry of pigments in paint-
ing 1s useful to experts in these fields, but it does not
insure any addition to the aesthetic enjoyment of-these arts.
Furthermore, appreciation 1s not to be confused with the
collecting of works of art; for objects of small aesthetic
worth may be purchased and collected merely on account of

their rarity.

While these aetivities do not constitute appreciétion,
they may nevertheless promote it, and through them the
appropriate attitude towards works of art may be adopted.

The important thing is not to substitute the purely historical

or technical interest for aesthetic interest.

Any satisfactory account of the nature of aesthetic
value -- that which is appreciated, evaluated or judged
through the contemplation or works of art -- must involve a
detailed and painstaking process or analysis. In any con-
‘sideration of aesthetic value, the term "beauty" is one which
cannot be ignored or avoided for long. I cannot attempt a
complete description of beauty here, but I hope to be able to
account for the use of the term as a referent in the appre-
clative aspect of aesthetic judgment, and to point outlthe
limitations surrounding the indiseriminate use of the term
as equlvalent to aesthetic values generally. The difficulties

of locaﬁing the particular aesthetic qualities or values w




42

constitute beauty, have prompted one theorist to write:
Indeed one might almost say that the concept of

beauty is only relevant to aesthetics in a precise
context. It is not correct, I think, to say that in
aesthetic experience one 1s aware of beauty, or that as
the result of his Impulsive Experience the artist sets
out to create it, unless it is understood that the term
is only a convenient symbol by means of which certain
complex facts can be referred to. What one is aware of
in aesthetic experience is not a bare beauty, but certain
objective complexes which one recognises to be of a
certa%n kind through the quality of one's response to
them. ‘

2. Beautx.

Perhaps the most common description of enjoyable works
of art is that they are "beautiful." Some writers often use
terms such as "fine," "aﬁtractive,":"lovely," "agreeable,"
"satisfying,"‘and the iike, as if théy were éqﬁivalent toN
Mpeautiful 4 However, for the sake of consistency and
éccuracy,vié would be preferable to say that Whilé these terms
often seem appropriate as desecriptions of particular kiﬁdszof
beauty, they should be made to stand for other kinds of

aesthetic'vélueo4

The appreciative judgment "X is beautiful® is.gonse;
gquent upon aesthetic contemplation as described, but the
descfiption of the contemplativé attitude cannot be repro-
duced as a description of the appreciation of beauty. As
Prall identifies aesthetic judgment (which I prefef to call
the appreciative aspect of aesthetié judgment, as opposed to

the critical), the chief characteristic is that

3 Bartlett, op. cit., pp. 232-233.

4 See below p. 52.
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Aesthetic judgment is distinguished from aesthetic

~ experience as such by the simple fact that it follows and
records such experience after the experience has been had
and with reference to what was experienced. And it is
distinguished from criticism clearly by the faet that it
is content with simply making this record explicit. It
makes no attempt to say that one thing is better than
-another, nor to explain on what grounds it is so, nor %o
say just what class of things it belongs to, nor to explain
it in any sense, nor yet to reproduce in an account of the
thing some of its quality of beauty so that a reader of
the criticism may re-enact a similar aesthetic moment of
more or less derlvative appreclatlon.

This judgment of beauty is "appreciafive" in the sense
that it merely follows and records the aesthepié experience.
However, the aesthetic judgment "X is beautiful" may also be
"criticalV in that we do not simﬁly record our 6wn.delight or
enjoyment, but we also predict, if only implicitly, that the
object will delight others as well. It is only with feference
to the critical aesthetic judgment that disagreements regard-
ing the value of aesthetic objects can be resolved; for there
~ could be no difference of opinion about a simple recording of
one's own aesthetic experience. This matter will be considered

at greater length elsewhere.

The appreciation of an objeet as beautiful is character-
ized by a general feeling of delight or enjoyment taken in the
objéct: -

The word [feelingﬂ is commonly used of the process
or act of appreciation, as when we say that we feel the
exqulisite grace of flowers, or, less probably, of the vase
they are in . . .  One is always struck by great beauty,
the feeling is called forth suddenly by a blow upon the
senses. Instead of saying that we feel something, we say

S Qp. cit., p. 5.
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that something makes us feel, that something strikes us.
It 1s shocks of this sort that we record in aesthetic
judgment .6

This analysis is satisfactory enough in describing the

subjecetive reaction of the sapprehension of beauty, but as

Lewis points out, exception may be taken to the use of the
term "judgment" as indicative of immediately presented value.
Actuaily a judément is not called for in this type of exXxper-
ience, since beauty, as a form of value, is merely felt,

found or discovered. As a matter of fact there is nothing .

which is judged. The distinction which should be recognized

1s between the assessment of value found in the exXperience

of the appreciation of beauty and of value resident ih the
presented object, which is the proper'field of the critical
aspect of aesthetie judgment. For.the present discussion the
'important thing is that

Whenever there is a judgment of esthetic value in
an object, based on the value-character of an immediate
experience, or on an assessment of comparative value, it
still remains true that the mlue disclosed in the exper-
ience need not be judged. The value directly found need
not be assessed in order to be disclosed and enjoyed, nor
compared with any other in order to have its own appre-
hended quality.’ '

For the most part, experiences of nature and art are

enjoyed, not criticized or judged. Délight in nature could

hardly be taken as criticism, for as Santayana points out,

The word “"criticism," used on such an eceasion,
would emphasize too much the element of deliberate judg-
ment and of comparison with standards. Beauty, although

6 1bid, pp. 5-6.

7 Lewls, op. cit., p. 464.
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often so described, is seldom so perceived, and all the
greatest excellences of nature and art are so far from
being approved of by a rule that they themselves furnish
the standard and ideal by which critics measure inferior
effects.B _

Beauty, as the mark of artistic achievement, may be
referred to as one kind of aesthetic excellence. Chandler?
proposes toregard beauty as one of the several co-ordinate
terms for aesthetic excellence, which are called aesthetic
categories. Other such terms are the subiime; the tragic and

the comic. In theory at le ast, the numberof aesthetic

categories is indefinite, a large number of which are incap~-

able of being described adequately in words. Thus the pretty,

the lovely, the elegant, the magnificent, the grand, the
impressive and the sublime and so on must be distinguilshed
from one another and from beauty. It is likely that the large
number of possible aesthetic categories is due to the variety
and complexity of the impulses, feelings and emotions Which
are fused in the aesthetic experilence. Thus a work of art
which is termed beautiful by one observer may be regarded as
ugly by another, or as is more usually the case, it will be
-met by an attitude of indifference and lack of appreciation.
The judgmenf of beauty, on this account, is not to be regarded
as arbitrary, but as a product of the individual's capacity
for sound appreciation:

Beauty is not a thing, but the experience of some-

thing which in its form and setting makes a bid for
perfection . . . Some say they cannot "understand" music.

8 Op. cit., p. 14. -

9 Op. cit., p. 23,
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It makes no bid for their appreciatlon.- Its conformable
pattern of expression finds no responsive chords in their
make-up. Such an indisposition is akin to a lack of
mathematical insight. In the case of mathematics, however,
the defect is largely in ability to discern enumerative
and functional distinctions. In music, the defect is 1in
the appreciation of a pattern the parts of which may not
be understood as enumerated, but must be felt aesthe-~
tically.lo

The influence of the complexity of our impulses and
_ interests.in determining our appreciation of beauty is also
evident in the variation in response between different
individuals, or in the samé person at different times. The
faect that natﬁral'objects; roses, sunsets and the like pro-
duce harmonious color combinations on many occasions may be
an unconsclous selection on the part of the spectator. As
I.A. Richards notes,

e« +. o the vast range of close gradations, which a
rogse petal, for example, presents, supplies the explana-
tion. Out of all these the eye picks that gradation
which best accords with the other colors chosen. There
is usually some set of colors in some harmonious
relation to one another to be selected out of the multi-
tudinous gradations whiech natural objects in most light-
ings present; and there are evident reasons why the eye
of a sensitive person should, when it can, pick out -
those gradations which best accord. The great range of
different possible selections is, however, of importance.
It explains the fact that we see such different colors
for instance when gloomy and when gay, and thus how the
actual selection made by an artist may reveal the kind
and direction of the impulses which are active in him at
the moment of selection.ll

Form and Content. It 1s not always clear whether beauty

' is meant to refer to the form or the content of art, since

10 R.M. Ogden, The Psychology of Art, (New York:
Charles Scribner!'s Sons, 1938) pP. 16.

11 op. cit., pp. 155-156.
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- contemporary theories, either formalist or emotionalist in
outlook, have tended to stress one aspect at the expense of
the other. It should be uﬂnecessary to point out that normal-
ly our aftention to works of art takes in both form and
content at‘once, and they are inseparable in fact. In some
arts,'however, one or other of these aspects is often pre-
dominant: form, for example, in "modern" art and architébture,
and content in literature or drama. For the purposes of
analysis, it will be profitable to separaté these essential
ingredients of art in order to estimate the place and
importance of each in the total effect which a work of artv
may have. The three important aspects of a work of art are
"matter," "form" and "content," and there is considerable
ambiguity surrounding the descriptions, definitions and usage

of these concepts.

Matter, according to Greene, "includes all the material,
~of whatever kind, which is available to the creative artist
for artistic manipulation.'"1l2 The materials of a work of art
include all the stimuli, sources of inspiration or experiences
of the artist which are relevant to the production of art. This

"subject-matter," as it is sometimes called, "refers to the

model or object of imitation -- whatever is imitated in the
work of art."2® It might be inquired, in the case of music,
whether material refers to notes or to human experilences and

feelings. To answer this question Greene makes the distinction

12 Op. clt., p. 32.

15 Hospers, op. cit., p. 19.
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between primary and secondary materials:

The primary raw material of pure music is auditory
sound with variations of piteh, timbre, intensity and
duration, plus silence « .

The secondary raw material of pure music com-
prises all the emotions and conative [a2ll dynamic tenden-
cies and processes, such as wishing, willing, and striv-
ing, at varlous stages of conscious reflection] attitudes
which might concelvably find expression in pure music, for
example, such emotional states as joy and sorrow, and such
conative attitudes as hope, despair, endeavor and resig-
nation.l4 '

Ordinarily the artist is aware of the potentialities of matter
~of which the layman is dnaware, but prior to its formal
organization 1t has no aesthetic value whatever (with the
possiblé exception of such primary materials as selitary

tones and pure colors).

The concept of zggg is largely free from misunderstand-
ing It refers to the lnnumerable, in fact-infinite, number
of ways in which the artist organizes his material. In a -
broadly inclusive sense it means

.+ o « the organization, ordering, or relationships
of elementary art objects. This organization will in-
clude such artistic constituents as balance, symmetry,
and rhythm; and we call such elements of form "formal."
But artistic form or organization need not be restricted
to these elements; the concept may refer also to the
ordering of such "assocliated" elements in the realm of
artistic expression as action, character, and setting.

In this case we have associative, rather than formal
(or "plastic'") form.l®

In addition, a unity is required which consists in a synthesis

of the elements of fgrm:

14 Op Cito, P 46,

15 B.g. Heyl, New Bearings in Esthetics and Art
Criticlism, (New Haven, Yale University Press, 1943) pp. 79-80.
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"Orgenic unity" is generally set forth as the sine
ua non.of all works of art. Each element is necessary
to all the rest, and together they form a whole so
unlified that no part_could be removed without damaging
the remaining parts.l6 . ~

Other important princlples are theme and variation, rhythm
and development, tension and release, conflict and resolution,
and so 6n.17 These relations are but a few of the great
number that constitute the formal aspect of works of art which
‘we enjoy, whether they are recognized as present at that time,“~

or not.

The third concépt, namely that of content, refers to
whatever 1is expressed in a work of art, as in

« + « the innumerable moods which art objects
express: for example, the "energy and power" of a
baroque facade, the "polgnant sadness" of Détente sculp-
ture, the "dignity and aristocracy® of Velasquez' .
portraits.. So defined, content is something totally
different from the non-esthetic factor of subject
matter . . . Content, in short, is synonymous with
artistic expression.lé ' '

Content is not always capable of being translated into words,
especially in the case of music and in modern non-represen-
tational art, nor can it be duplicated exactly in another -
work of art in the same or in avdifferentvmedium:
Artistic content has, it is trﬁe, a generic
character which reappears in different artistic com-
positions in different media, which can be analyzed and

described. But the specific artistic content of every
work of art is unique. This unique content is a function

16 Hospers, op. cit., p. 10.

17 p.H. Parker considers the simplest prineciples of

form to bes: organic unity, theme, variation, balance, hierarchy'

end evolution. (In Rader, op. cit., pp. 232ff.)

18 Heyl, op. cit., p. 79.
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of the work's specific matter as well as of its specific
form.19

It would be a difficult and hazardous task to attri-

bute exclusively our enjoyment of beauty in art to either

one of the aspects of form or content, althouth several
writers have attempted to do s0.20 For one reason, the
different arts vary'ih the proportionate importance of either

forﬁ or subject matter in the expressed content:

For all the arts are beautiful in se far as they
establish satisfying relations of form; and music does
but show overtly and unmistakably the character of art
in its essential expression. Architecture comes next in
purity to music, in creating satisfying relations of the
masses, and spaces and lines and planes with which it is
conversant. But 1t contains also the representational -
element of use; the forms of its materials mean also
houses and temples. Posetry, and literature generally,
is from the outset representative because its words are
not mere sounds to be musically composed, but are charged
with meanings, that is, with reference to things denoted.<l

Thus it would seem that the formal and the repre-
sentative arts are not so divided as to be different in
kind. Pure music has a subject matter though one not out-
side the material of its tones: the element of foreign
reference is at a minimum or non-existent. 1In repre-
sentative art the formal element is still the essence of
its beauty, but there is the added reference to.the foreign
subject; but that foreign subject is so transformed in the
artist's vision as to correspond to the material form and
be implied in it. Thus there is no quarrel between formal
and representative art, and in every art (under appropriate
qualifications) there is both a subject and a material
form, only in music the two coincide.®

19 Greene, op. cit., p. 33.

20 For the formal aspect see Clive Bell's "Significant
Form," D.W. Prall's discussion of aesthetic "surface," and the
writings of Roger Fry.

2l 5. Alexander, Beauty and Other Forms of Value
(London: MacMillan & Co., Ltd. 1933) p. 78.

22 Tbid., pp. 79-80.
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The form of art may in itself have intrinsic value, but while

« « o the artistic form of a work of art is the
peculiar locus of its artistic quality, this form is not
merely an end in itself but also, and essentially, a
means, in fact the only means, whereby the artist can
express himself and communicate his ideas to others.2d

Since the content or "expressiveness'" of art is a

function of both the subject-matter and the form, the emphasis

" on one aspect at the expense of the other is bound to result

in a short-sighted view of the potentialities for enjoyment in

art which lies outside such limited boundaries. No less one-

sided than Bell's insistence on the importance of form is the

overemphasis on morally appropriate subject-matter in Tolstoy's

What is Art?. Writers of both opinions are partly correct in

what they have to say, but their theories are equally limited

by what they deny or ignore:

Genuine art is both aesthetically satisfying and
profoundly revealing. Art exists "for life's sake' as
well as "for art's sake." 1Its form is both a self=-
gsufficient end of aesthetic response and also the means
to the end of significant expression. :

e o« o All art Worthy of the name is in some sense

and to some degree expressive of something and possesses
not only surface pattern but artistic content as well.?

One factor which is often held to be a part of the

total sum of complexes which constitutes beauty, is referred

to as the "treatment," a word often used by critics to convey

the lidea of imaginati%e management of subject-matter by

artistic devices and techniques (loosely equivalent to "form").

25 Greene, op. cit., p. 123.
24 Tpid., p. 125.
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In music, while the theme of a composition is important, 1t
is thevmanner in which it is developed that constitutes its
effectiveness. In painting the critie does not confine his
remarks to the formal aspects of the work, but he also
evaluates the feeling-tone or the emotional impact contained

therein.

It has been made clear, 1 hope, that both the form and
the content of a work of art are sources of enjoyment, delight
or satisfaction, and that both contribute to the spectator's
response, as evidenced by his appreciative judgment of beauty.
The critic, of course, needs specialized knowledge of art-
forms in his work, as well as sensitive feeling for the
expressive potentialities inherent in a work of art. The
ordinary consumer, on the other hand, will appreciate art only
in so far as his capacities and sensibilities permit him to do
- so, and his éppreciationiwill be limited in accordance with
the degree to which his interests coincide with the aspects of

experience expressed in the work of art.

Beauty and Value. Whenever a work of art measures up

to certain sbtandards or meets particular requirements, it is

- saild to have aesthetic wvalue. What these standards or require-
ments are need not concern us at this time, nor is it necessary
to offer a definition of aesthetic value here. What is
significant, however, 1is that beauty is often referred to as

a value, or a species of value. The following sections will
be devoted to an investigation of aesthetic value in general,

of which beauty is but one type.
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There are, points out Ducasse, two ways of relating
beauty and aesthetic value.2® If sesthetic evaluation of
art is the evaluation of it in terms of beauty and ugliness,
then beauty and ugliness are positive and negative aesthetic
value in general. In this wide sense, other categories of
aesthetic value (e.g. sublime, pretty, graceful, etec.) are
subsumed undér the general term "beauty." 1In a narrower
sense, however,‘beauty may be;reéarded éé "not an inclusive
but'a spedial'category of aesthetic value,.to be distinguished
and contrasted with sublimity, prettiness, gracefulness,

otc . 126

The~second of these alternatives will be adopted for
the purposes of this discussion. If we consider oﬁr aesthetic
experiences and the way in which we describe them, we find
that the term "beauty" does not apply equally to all the arts.
Those arts to which the application of the term is most common
are music, architecture, sculpture and some poetry, but even
in these the ﬁsage of the term is not at all times accurate.
The novel, the drama, and even the motion picture, are seldom
so characterized. The main reason for its retention as a
general term for aesthetic value is a matter of tradition.
Veron aceountsbfor the origin of the term and its persistence
in use:

Had not the tyranny of formulae by custom become

too strong, we would willingly refrain from using the
word "beauty" at all, for it has the drawback of being

25 Op. cit., pp. 234ff..

26 1bid., p. 234,
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too execlusively connected with the sense of seeing, and
of calling up too much the idea of visible form. The
employment of this word became general when the art par
excellence was sculpbture. To make it apply to the other
arts, it was necessary to foist upon it a series of
extensions which deprived it of all accuracy. Language
possesses no word more vague or less precise. This
absence of precision has perhaps contributed more than
might at first be supposed to that confusion of ideas
which ¢gn alone explain the multiplicity and absurdity
of current esthetic theories.?

The feelings or satisfactions experienced in types
of art noﬁ commonly termed beautiful may also be values on
a par with‘beauty, but there is no reason to suppose that
beauty is the only value, or that it is superlor to other
species of value, whose exact nature may be incapable of

being described precisely in words.

3. Aesthetic Value -- Objective, Subjective, Relative.

There are two views about the nature of sesthetic value.
It may refer either to some inherent quality common to
aesthetic objects themselves, or it may refer to the feeling
experienced in the contemplation of these objects. Two
quotations will serve to illustrate this difference:
The aesthetic quallity of most aesthetic objects of
awareness . « o 18 a function of their formal organization
« o o« Aesthetic quality is the lowest common denominator
of all aesthetic objects, for by an "asesthetic objeet" is

meant an object which actually possesses the unique .
generic quality designated as "aesthetic." This quality,

1like other ultimates, is unique and therefore indefinable.Z8

« o o vValue is a determination or quality of an
object which involves any sort of appreciation or interest.
Such appreciation, however, involves feeling and ultimately

27 Rader, op. cit., p. 91.

28 Greene, op. cit., pp. 5-6.
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‘desires or tendencies underlying the feeling. Therefore
value is the feeling. Value and feeling of value are
the same thing.29

This distinction between what is sometimes called the

objective and the subjective aspects of aesthetie value is,

however, not always so clear-cut. Clive Bell's analysis,
which holds that the personal experience of a peculilar
aesthetic emotlon is the reactlon by which we recognize a work

of art, states that the common quality of works of art is

"Significant Forms:"

There must be some one quality without which a work
of art cannot exist; possessing which, in the least degree,
no work is altogether worthless. What is this quality?

e + « Only one answer seems possible -- gignificant form.
In each, lines and color combined in a particular way,
certain forms and relations of forms, stir our esthetic
emotions. These relations and combinations of lines and
colors, these esthetically moving forms, I will call
Hgignificant Form;" and "Significant Form" _is the one
gquality common to all works of visual art.

Any thoroughly objectivistic theory of value may have a
difficult task in maintaining thét beauty, or any other
aesthetic value, exlsts apart from the mind of the perceiving

sub ject:

29 W.M. Urban, "Values, Theory of," Encyclopaedia
Britannica, 14th edition, XXII, 962. ,

80 Rader, op. cit., p. 247. It is odd that the
"gesthetic emotion™ should respond only to form, but nowhere

is an explanatlion offered of the "significance" of "Significent
Form," nor does it reveal the non-significance.of forms which
do not give rise to the "aesthetie emotion." An admirable
criticism of this passage, and of the hypothesis of Significant
Form in general, is to be found in Ducasse, op. cit., pp. 307~
314. The quotation used here, however, illustrales the
confusion between the objective and subjective foundations of
aesthetiec value.
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There is so far alwéys an element of illusion in
art, a character being imputed to the material which it
does not possess of itself. Even in natural beauty, the
beauty may be seen to depend on selection on our part, or
it may be an addition; for instance, we may select in the
sunset the shades which harmonize, or in the landscape
the features which suit our own mood.

It would seem to follow that beauty is really
dependent on the mind, and would not exist either in art
or nature except for our interference.5t

This mental character of values seems to suggeét subjectivism,
but it should be pointed out that the selection of valuable
qualities is from the object itself, and it is to these
qualities that we attribute our experienced satisfaction or
enjoyment when in the presence of aesthetic ob jects, for
example. It would, therefore, be more accurate to say that
experienced beauty consists in a subject-object relation:

Strictly speaking, there are values only in respect
‘of the whole situation, consisting of subject and object
in their comprescence; it is the totality that is . . &
beautiful. The value 1s not subjective, peculiar to the
subject like consciousness; nor is it objective, like a
secondary quality. It is a subject-object determination.%2

There are, of course, other variations on the themes
of objectivism and subjectivism. It might be maintained thét
‘aesthetic value is a property of the object, and that dis-
agreements on the presence of it were due to subjective

variations in appreciation.

Subjectivism finds its appeal in the purely personal

Sl §. Alexander, "Gualities," Encyclopaedia Britannica,
14th edition, XVIII, 812. _ .

52 M.R. Konvitz, On the Nature of Value: The Philosophy
of Samuel Alexander, (New York: King's Crown Press, 1946)
"p. 23. Chapter 5 .of this book is given over to an exposition

and criticism of Alexander's aesthetic theory.
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emotional sféte which is held to constitute aesthetic value,
but such a theory regards training, education and experience
in the arts as irrelevant, and prohibits reflective judgments
of works of art along with the formation of any standards of
critigism. While objectivism-is not open to this exception,
or others which may be taken against the subjectivist #1ew-
point, there are drawbacks to the objective type of value
theory which make 1t untenable.®® For one thiﬁg, a consis~
tently objectivist theory cannot account for the changing
standards of taste or the disagreements among critics regard- T
ing value judgments. In addition, the objectivist may be
forced to consider the terms "beauty," "aesthetic value! and
"gesthetic quality" as unanal&zable aﬁd-indefinable conéqpts.
'Moreover, the variétion in the usage of such terms is
indicative of the fact that |
The lesson to be learned from all such interpre-
tations of this and other similar terms is that there
- 1is no E_Egigri reason to presuppose the existence of a

common intrinsic, and inexplicable quale connoted by
the terms .94

There’is, suggests Heyl, the third possibility of
relativism which avoids the difficulties peculiar to the
detached absolute values of objectivism, and thé purely

personal standard of preference of subjectivism. This

approach invelves a new interpretation of both the valued
object and the valuing subject, and has two sides, the

relatively objective and the relatively subjective.

38 Heyl, op. cit., pp. 93 ff.
34 Tpbid., p. 111.
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Value, according to the relatively objective aspéct,
is regarded as a relational property of the objeect and the
experiencing subject. That is to say, "the work of aft has
potential value which becomes actual only in transaction with
a sensitivity."5d

"Reiatively objective" 1s meant to convey the idea
that the properties are objective in that they do not

belong to the self, yet are relative in that they are
dependent upon individual organisms.96

However, to say that value is objective in the sense that it

does not belong to the s elf, reveals nothing about what is

valuable, whether it is an inherent quality or the appreciatibn
of it. It may be that a work of art has no aesthetic value
except for the presence of an experiencing'suﬁject, but surely
this view cannot be labelled "relatively objective." If
aesthetic value disappears then the subject is not éresent,
then this view slips back into the subjecfivist posiﬁion.
Questions regarding the sensibilities and capacities for enjoy-
ment enter at this point. In order to uphold the objecfive
aspect of the relativist viewpoint, it would be necessary to

state that it is possible for a work of art to have great

value without anyone being in a position to experience it.
The value exists actually, and is present for appréciation

potentiallys

v The value 1s actual not only to an actual appre-
ciator but also to a possible perspective. . . To be an
appreciator of art means to be placed in a certain

35 Ibid., p. 125.

%6 1pid., p. 110n.
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perspective wherein the value of works of art can be felt,
and this requires certain knowledge and peculiar sensi-
bilities .57
The other side of the relativist theory, called the
relatively subjective aspect, holds that value has to do with
interest, but does not identify valuing with mere liking or

personal preference, as does the purely subjective view. The

difference lies in the stress which is laid upon the

properties'of the object in the act of evaluation. While the

role of liking is regarded as a necessary condition for

evéluation, it is insufficient as eompared to the rational
faétar of reflective inguiry on the total situation.%8 This
view also recognizes the importance of training, education and
the ecultivation of taste in the task of criticism. The
relativist view, of murse, admits that there may be important
differences between various_éesthetic experiences because of
the great complexity in péychological constitutions, aﬁd that
differing explanations of the experience may be equally
relevant and valid. But this doés nét mean to imply that all

experiences are equally valid. Apparently the discrimination

between what is relevant and what is not is thought to turn
on the cultivated sensitivity and capacities of the spectator

or critic.

In view of the impossibility of unqualified acceptance

87 Feibleman, op. cit., p. 16.

38 Heyl, op. eit., p. 126.
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of any one of the objective, subjective or relative views 6f
aesthetic value, it would be pointless to pursue this inquiry
any further. While each view offers something which might
profitably be used in a discussion of value, each aépect
seems to insist upon the exclusion of much that is pertinent
in each of the other two possibilities. I propose now to
consider another classification of values, following the

general terminology used by C.I. Lewis.39

4. Aesthetic Value‘-- Extrinsic, Intrinsic.

It is at once necessary to consider the question which
was asked at the beginning of this section: When anything is
held to be aestheticélly valuable, does the value refer to the
object itself, or to the experience of the object? The termi-
nology of the reply in this argument will employ ﬁhe terms B

"extrinsic," "intrinsic," "immediate," "inherent" or "instru-

mental" as the value-prediéate. of theée, the classifications

of ihstrumental value, are the ones relevant to aestheties.

]

If the value of a thing depends on its worth to other

things, it is said to be extrinsically valuable. But if the
value is held to be independent of other things, its value is

called intrinsic. This is the most general distinction which can

be made in value theory, that is to say, between what is valu-

able‘for its own sake and that which is valuable for the sake of

39 An Analysis of Knowledge end Valuation, op. cit.,
especially Chapters 12-15.
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something else; 1t is either intrinsic or extrinsic. This does
not exclude the‘possibility thaﬁ a thing may have value in both
these senses in some particular instance, but this division 1s

the basic one.

This dichotomy may be explained in another way. In the

usage which Lewis adopts, "values ascribable to objects are

always extrinsic values; ihtrinsic value attaching exclusively

to realizations of some possible value-quality in experlence
itself."4o In order to clarify this statement concerning
extrinsic values he sayss:

The final end by reference to which all values are
to be appraised, is the ends of some possible good life:
that the goodness ascribable to objects is, therefore,
some possible contribution of them to a 1life which would
be found good in the living of it. And this implies that
values in objects are extrinsic only.4l

Intrinsic Value: Immediate. On the side of intrinsic

value, the work of art has value in itself in the sense that
the ﬁalue attributed to it is realized in the presence of the
aesthetic object. Now aesthetic value, for example, is of ten
characterized as being lmmediately felt or found. Just what
it is that is immediately experienced, is not so easily
identified:
Immediate or directly findable value is not so
much one quality as a dimensionlike mode which 1is per-

vasive of all experience. . . Value or dis-value is not
like the pitch of middle C or the seen color of median

40Tbid., p. 389.
41 Tpid., p. 395.
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red or the felt hardness of steel. It is not one SpSCiflC
quale of experience but a gamut of such; more like colar
in general or pitch or hardness in general 42

There 1is always a great difficulty in finding a name
to describe the character of the immediately valuable. The
terms "beauty," "pleasure" and "satisfaction" are ambiguous
in this sense. If the "immediately good is what you 1like and
what you want in the way of experience; the immediately bad
is what you dislike and do not want,"4% the terms "liked,"
"disliked," "wanted," "unwanted," "gdod,“ "bad," are better
éharacteriiaﬁions of the eXperiencé than the terms "pleasure,"
"displeasure,"'or "pain." Pleasure as a synonym for the N
-immediately ahdvinﬁrinsiéally valuable would have to cover the
gréatest possible range of experiénces, from passive, self-
forgetting satisfactions to active, self-conscious ones, and
at the same time include both sensuous pleasure and emotional
gratification. If‘objection is taken to the use of the term
pleasure, "so far as words go, the commonest and widest
-ascription‘of all -- merely 'good' -- is probably best; although
fhat term fails of precision by covering also all manner of
extrinsic values. . ."44 For the present, howe#er, I prefer
to reserve the terms “good" and "bad® fo apply to works of art
so described, by refefenceAto soﬁe cfitical standards. If the
intrinsically valuable (for its own sake) is a "liking" (or

"goodness" in Lewis's terminology) or directly éppreheﬁded

42 Ibid L ] ’ p [ ] 401 *
4% Ibid., p. 404.

44 1pid., p. 405.
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satisfaction, then the attitude of aesthetic contemplation is
an absorption in intrinsic value:

And although all experience is esthetic in the
broad sense of being presentation of some quality-complex
in which value or disvalue is directly findable, it be-
comes aesthetic in the narrower sense which is more
appropriate, only if it becomes the object of the esthetic
attitude; only if the experience is marked bz absorption
in the presented content on its own account. o '

Certain objections may be advanced against this
description 6f intrinsic value. Two questions may be asked
with regard to intrinsic value: What is it? and, What is
the nature of the experience of it? 1In answer to thevfirst;
the phrases "felt satisfaction" or'"expérienced goodness"46
are as close as words will take us to a description of
intrinsic value. In answer to the secoml, the experience of
intrinsic value is deséribed as immediate, final, indubitable,
non-cognitive and non—judgmental.47 One critic makes objec-
tions on these points: |

But felt satisfaction cannot be identified with
intrinsic value merely because, if there were such
satisfaction, it would be an indubitable datum. The
fundamental question is factual, whether or not there
is thlis felt satisfaction and whether or not men do
choose all else for the sake of it. . . felt satis~
faction is not directly and immediately found as a
distinct mode of the given. We are not aware of felt
satisfaction on one hand and of the objective consti-
tuents of the experience on the other . . . in order to
think clearly about value exXperience as a phenomenal
occurrence and in order to direct and control experience
for the more adequate realization of value, a distinction
must be made between the more or less stable elements,
between the "objective" and the "emotional' aspects of

45 Ibid., p. 439.
46 1pid., p. 387, 389, 455, 525, et passim.

47 Ipid., p. 365, 374, 397, 407.
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the phenomenally given. But both aspects are present

together and are not in fact distinguighed in the

‘immediacy of the esthetic experience.48

What I take to be the essential point of this criticism

is that, as a matter of fact, in the experience of intrinsiec
aesthetic value, we do not distinguish the "objective!
(factual) and "subjective" (emotional) elements which are
fused in the immediate saﬁisfaction felt in the presence of
a work of art, but for the purposes of analysis of this
intrinsic value, Lewis has pointed out that the two aspects
are distinguishable:

He eannot hold that this distinction necessarily
is made in the intrinsic value experience nor that
intrinsic value is necessarily to be identified with one
of the distinguishable aspects to the exclusion of the
other.49 | .

This distinction has been made earlier in this chapter, where.
I suggested that while the elements of form and content each
maeke a specific contribution to the total aesthetic exper-
ience, the effect of each cannot be felt separately, to the
exclusion of the other. The single consideration of each
aspect was for the purposes of analysis only. For this
reason neither "form" nor "content" should be identified with

the "objeetive"A(factual) or "emotional! (subjective) elements

of the experiehce.

In reply to the second question -- What 1is the nature

of an experience of intrinsic value? -~ Brown questions the

48 s.M. Brown, "C.I. Lewlis's Esthetiecs," Journal of
Philosophy, XLVII (March 16, 1950), p. 145.

49 1pid., p. 146.
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adequacy of Lewis's answers. Lewis has propoéed that the
experience is immediate, final, indubitable, non-cognitive,
and non-judgmental. If this were the case,

« o o then all further guestions would be
geientific -- psychological, soclologlcal, and physio-
logical investigations of the conditions under which
ineffable and qualitatively identical value exXxperiences
occur. If, on the other hand, there is sufficient
justification for describing esthetie experiences as in
some sense cognitive, judgmental, mediate, and tentative;
then philosophers have still to make clear and precise
in just what sense or senses this 1s so, and they have
8till to provide philosophically adequate accounts of
esthetic»judgments.5o ' '

With regard to this statement, it wlll be remembered
that Lewls has stated elsewhere that in the experience of
immediately felt sabtisfaction (intrinsic value) there is
nothing which is judged; or in other words, the experience
of intrinsic value is not an aesthetic judgment. It may be
objected that this conclusion 1s not in strict accordance
with the facts. It has been pointed out that if aesthetic
judgments can be regarded as correct or mistaken, then
intrinsic values -- reports of immediate satisfaction as
found in particular moments of aesthetlc enjoyment -~ afe the
basic forms of aesthetic judgments, and are therefore subject
to error. The factors which contribute to the making of
erroneous reports concerning the nature of the aesthetic
experience have been carefully stated by one writer:

In the first place it 1s a faet that judgments of
hedonic tone are rather more unreliable than judgments
-of other sense qualities. The qualities themselves are .

extremely volatile and variable, and any shifting of
attention to them and away from the "object" is likely

50 Ibid., p. 150.




66

to remove the quality from the experience altogether.
Moreover, aesthetic exXperience of any complexity takes
time, so that it is usually never possible to give more
than a synoptic lmpression after the fact of the affec-
tive quality or value of the experience. In the second
place, such judgments are easily deflected by habitual
preferences or by the desire to conform to some pre-
seribed canon of taste. Despite the very widespread
accepbance in our day of the principle of de gustibus,
it still remains true, irconically, that most people
fear to be candid -~ if indeed they are any longer
capable of being so -- in reporting what they find when
they. listen to a_dull fugue by Bach or a tedious comedy
by Shakespeare.5 :

Consequently the report of intrinsic aesthetic
value implies nothing concerning the object of satis-
faction beyond the fact that it is lmmediately exper-
ienced or attended to. But this, I surmise, is
implicit in the very notion of satisfaction.®?

There are édditional factors which may be taken into
account in evaluating reports of immediate satisfactions.
It will be impossible to relate their specific 1nfluence
here, for they vary among the several arts,’and among the
same arts on different occasions. I am referring, of course,
to the factors of familiarity or unfamiliarity, insufficlency
of first impressions, perishability, fatigue or the effect of
-repetition, the pleasures of recognition, and so forth. If
an observer is reasonably familiar with the form and style
used by a certain artist in‘é particular medium, he may not
bé able to approach that work again and again with undiminished
interest and enjoyment. Such a noticeable drop in enjéyment

is usually called fatigue. In some arts, however, notably

music of the severely classical variety, maximum enjoyment is

51 H.D. Alkin, "A Pluralistic Analysils of Aesthetic
Value," Philosophical Review, LIX, 496-497,

52 1pid., pp. 498-499.
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rarely obtained on first hearing, and in some cases never;
this depends upon the sensitivity and training of the |

listener.

The only way in which intrinsic values can be held to
be objective, in such a way as to provide a sound basis fbr
criticism, 1s to take these variables into account. This
- requires the postulation of a "normal person" or "qualified
observer." If this can be alléwed, then «

A Actually the Jjudgment of a capacity of a work of
art to glve pleasure is perfectly objective. When the -
relevant varilables are put in, such as the degree. of
the individueal's hedonistic dlscriminations and the
influences of his cultural environment, the judgment is
not only objective but stable and a sound basis for
prediction. The only assumption is that an undis-
criminating taste is at a disadvantage in its capacity
of getting enjoyment from objects, which is a purely

. empiricsl matter open to verification. . . It follows
that the aesthetic value of a work of art has nothing
to do with the number of people who enjoy it, but only
with the amount of enjoyment it gives to those people
discriminating enough to enjoy it. The undliscriminating
are missing something. : ‘

This i1s a good place to introduce the other important
aspect of aesthetic value, which is inherent value. At the
‘risk of anticlpating too much a conclusion of this discussion,
I would like to point out what I think is a central con-
sideration of aesthetics which has important implications
for value theory. Inherent value in aesthetic objects will
be shown to consist in their potentiality for the realization
‘of value in experience. From what has been said, 1t should

be clear that a work of art may have inherent value in this

o3 Peppef, Basis of Critiecism in the Arts, pp. 51-52.
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sense, though it cannot be realized within the actual limits
affecting some individuals. According to Lewlis, this view
cannot be termed "relative."

Thus once we understand the meaning of ascribing
value in the mode of relativity to persons, it becomes
obvious that there is no contradiction nor even any
puzzle in the fact that a thing may have objeective value
but that 'relative to S' it may have none. This merely

- signifies that S has certain incapacities, or is affected
by certain ecircumstances, within the limits of which the
potentialities which the objeet has for conducing to
satisfaection cannot be realized.

Extrinsic Value: Inherent snd Instrumentel. The class

of extrinsic values may be subdivided into inhefent values
andvinstrumental values. Inﬁerent'values are "thosé values
which are resident in objects in such wise that they are
realizable in experience through presentation of the object
itsélf to which they are attributed,"'while ihstrumental
values are those "which consisgt in an~instrument€lity to some

- other object, in presentation of which a value is directly

realizable in experience."9® An aesthetie value such as
beéuty is a case of extrinsic value, or more specifically, of
inherent value. When an-aésthetic objecf is said to have
inherent value, attention is drawn to its potentialities for
producing experienced satisfaction.

Value in objects 1s vested in properties of them
which are as little dependent upon any momentary appre-
hension or any individual judgment for their factuality
as are objective squareness and hardness. But this
value-property is the objective character of the thing
as capable of contributing some satisfaction to direct
experience; its potentiality for realization of a value

°4 Op. cit., p. 523.

55 1bid., pp. 391, 392.
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immediately disclosed. It is that fact which is indicated
in the thesis that all value in objects is extrinsic, in
the sense of being a value which is not for its own sake
but is for the sake of something else,o6

To say that "This painting is beautiful" is to assert the
capaciﬁy of the work of art, when beheld under the appropriate
conditions, to induce delightful orlsatisfying assthetic
experience:

The point here is not that the goodness of a good
‘object is dependent upon this goodness of 1t being exper-
ienced, or even upon the object's being experienced. Both
of these theses we would emphatically deny. If there be
some "gem of purest ray serene which dark unfathomed caves
of ocean bear," still it may be as truly beautiful as any
which human eyes will ever behold. The point is that the
criterion of that beauty is a delight with which it would

be beheld if 1t ever should be beheld under conditions
Favorable to realization in full of the potentialities for
such delight which are resident in this thing.97

The distinction between inherent value, which is dis-
closed in the presence of an object, from the intrinsic value
which is attributed to the experience itself, needs clarifi-

cation:

Intrinsic value, which is that for the sake of
which a1l other things are valued, belongs execlusively
to occasions of experience as such and value in objects
consists in their potentiality for contrlbuting goodness
to such occasions. But this value-property in an object,
whether it be a mere utility or an inherent good to be
found in presentation of this thing, is still somethlng
which belongs to it objectlvelg, whether disclosed in any
particular experience or not.

If the question should arise as to how to determine

56 Ibid., p. 412.
57 Ibid., pp. 388-389,.

58 1pid., p. 433.
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the comparative beauty of two works of art, according to this
theory, the answer would involve an explanation of their
respective potentialities for producing a satisfying aesthetic
éxperience in a normel person. This is clearly a case for the
determination of "objective" value. Lewis, at various points,
describes value as objectivé in the folléwing senses;

1) in so far as it is reliable, 1l.e., in so far as
it 1s such as would be confirmed by a succession (pre-
sumably unlimited) of human experiences. . . 2) in so
far as the experiences which confirm the value are those
of normal human beings whose "capacities of apprehension"
are "common to humans in general" . . . 3) in so far as.
the value attaches to the object apart from its being
actually apprehended or confirmed by anyone.

Lewis's Intention i1s to deny aesthetic judgments as
experiences of emotion merely, and to upholdbthe possibility
of eXpertness in aesthetlc criticism. To do this he has
recourse to the "normsal person." Here the objection is that'

Specifically what Professor Lewis seems to me to:
do is to confuse the term "objective!" in the sense of
"leading to reliable beliefs" with the term "objective"
as meaning "normal to human experience." . . . he means
by normal what is not subjective, and . . . he wavers in
his use of "subjective" between the meanings "peculiar
to the individual" and "misleading as to future exper-
ience." (e.g. pp. 408 f. and 417 ff.)

« + o the crucial question remains: What special
connection exists between the normalcy of a reaction
(one definition of objective) and itg reliability
(another definition of obJect1V1ty)?6o

From the following statement regarding the possible

correction of abnormal reactions it would seem that no special

©9 L. Garvin, "Relativism in Professor Lewis's ,The ory of
Esthetic Value," Journal of Philosophy, XLVI, 172.

60 1bid., p. 175.
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reliability could be attached to the evaluations of "normal'
people: “

For the person with an idiosyncrasy of taste can,
allowing for it, go on to predict the "if-then" pro-
‘positions describing the objects or properties that will
satisfy the tastes of normal people. That is, he can,
assuming appropriate training, experience, and powers of
discrimination, become an expert critic in the sense above
described and pronounce upon the wisdom of esthetic
choices. But though he may correct for his idiosyncracies
in arriving at valid evaluations, there is nothing that
makes "“objectively incorrect," in the sense of undepend-
able, that part of those evaluations that applies to him
and informs him where, having a certain sort of asbnormal-
ity and belng "stuck with it" (something he should know
by properly "correcting" for it), he should look for
reliable and rewarding esthetic experience.

But if the conditions surrounding inherent aesthetic
value were complebtely incapable of being realized, and I do
‘not think that this is the caee, the informative and educa-
tional functions of criticism would be limited to the
recognition of qualities not requiring any more training than
those required for the perception of objective redness.
FPurthermore, if inherent aesthetic values did not have an
independent status, training and education with a view to
indicating these qualities would be pointless. I think that
Garvin has overstressed the importance of the "normal"
person's reaction at the expense of the informative role of
the critic. It may be granted that an individual has a
greater susceptibility to beauty than ourselves,

Buf.this does not necessarily qualify him as a -
critic whose reports of what he finds in his own

immedliate experience of a work of art are to be regarded
as reliable evidence of its inherent value, i.e., powers

61 Ibid., p. 176.
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to delight of which we are also capable. The reason why
we acknowledge the critical appraisals of certain persons
to possess a certain authority in the appraisal of works
of art is simply that we are prepared to accept their
testimony as evidence of an experience which ultimately
we may hope to approximate at a later time. But were it
not for the fact that (a) there are aesthetic satis-
factions which are not immediately accessible to everyone,
and (b) many, if not all, of us are in some degree capable
of - similar satisfactions, the need for a concept of
inherent value would probably never arise, and critical
discourse, to any except the self-assertive or merely
curious, would have no point whatever.62

Granted that reports of immediaﬁely‘felt satisfaction
may be untrustworthy on some occasions and under certain con-
ditions, for the most part, sup?osing an observer of at least
normél capacities and sensitivity, the value immediately
found may be regardéd as indubitable for him. But inherent
value =-- the potentialitiés for further expefience -- 1is some-
thing which has to be judged, and may be judged erroneously
‘on the basis of a single experience. This distinction between
intrinsic and inherent aesthetic value must be maintained for
the additional reason

« « o that realization of positive value-duality
in an occasion of actual experience is an end in itself,
whereas objective value in a thing, even when inherent

. and to be realized in the presence of it, is still a

means only to this further end of a satisfaction found
in humen living. For clarity, however, the most important

62 Aikin, op. cit., p. 506. It should be noted that
the definition of inherent value in this passage, and others
‘by the same author, differs slightly from that of Lewis. In
this context, inherent aesthetic value means "a certain
standard or 'normal' degree of satisfaction which is charac-
teristic of a response to the public work of art. . . I
attribute inherent value not to the conditions which produce
the response, but to the response itself. . . [This] implies
that on some occasions the inherent value of a work of art
may more or less closely coincide with the immediate or
intrinsic value of our encounter with it." (p. 503)
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point is simply that inherent value is an objective
property of the thing to which it is attributable, even
though this property consists in the potentiality for
conducing to experience of a certain kind -- as, indeed,
other objective properties, like hardness or squareness,
could also be construed.

There are two main types of extrinsic value to be found
in objects, inherent value and instrumental value or ubtility.
By far the majority of objects in our experience are of this
latter type, for there are few things that are utterly use~
less, or good for nothing, so to speak. However, to be
characterized as useful rather than inherently good, the object
must be preponderantly useful, or good on the whole. Since
most inherently good things are also useful, the occasions
upon which a thing will be directly gratifying are few in
number. Now, if we are to be concerned about these occasions
at all, the inherent value must be of é high oréder . If this
is so, then |

v Those things which are of little or no utility but
still are accounted good by being especially reliable
sources of direct gratification or affording gratifi-
cation in a high degree, represent the class within which
we must look for the peculiarly esthetic objeets.64'

Lewis states that it would be pointless to seek any
other characteristics of the aesthetic eXperience beyond the
distinetions drawn here. There is no peculiar quality which
labels the aesthetic experience and separates it from other

non-aesthetiec goods, unless the distinction is

« « « one of the degree of positive value-quality

65 Lewis, op. cit., p. 434.

64 Ibid., p. 436.
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foundin it, or one derivative from the prior distinction
of esthetic objects from other inherently good things,
or from the distinction of the e sthetic attitude or
orientation toward objects.65 -
In addition,
. . . peculiarly esthetic things are subject to
the moralistic consideration that they should be such
as afford gratifications which are pure and the good of
them enduring, and are spiritual in the sense of being
non-competitive éoods, the value of which is not divided
by being shared. 6
" On this account, the aesthetic judgment applies parti-
cularly to the coneept of inherent'value,:rather than to-
immediate v alue. The criteria which must be used in deter-
mining the value of a work of art will be those which refer
to the inherent values, and these must be judged. This is
so because the immediate values in ﬁhemsélves are no sure
indication of inherent aesthetic value since they may, like
others of their kind, easily exhaust themselves and lead to
dissatisfaction. While the sensitive critic or observer may
receive immediate enjoyment from all works of art classed as
tygluable! or "good," this immediately felt satisfaction is
not the source of the value, but rather a by-product of it.
. The possibility still remains that some, due to defective -
capacities, may fail to perceive the inherent value and thus
miss the accompanying enjoyment; or others, for the s ame
reason, may regard their immediate.feelings as evidence of

aesthetic value, through some idiosynecrasy of taste. The

judgment of aesthetic value, then has to do with evidence

6% Ibid., p. 437.

66 Tpid., p. 456.
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presented by the aesthetic object itself; and what is judged
is the inherent value, values which are realizable in exper-
ience through presentation of the object and their poten-

tialitles for experienced enjoyment:

And if the esthetician's sixth sense of the endur-
ing in art enables him to classify enjoyments as esthetic
or non-esthetic by clues which are immediate and
immediately affect his own enjoyments, still it remalns
true that it is not the immediate enjoyabllity but the
signalized endurability of enjoyment which constitutes
the sufficient criterion of genuine esthetlc character
in the experience. Such judgment is directly an assess-
ment of esthetic quality in the object, and only.
indirectly of the genuine esthetic character of the

experience., RN

Measurement of Aesthetic Value. This leads to one of
the more important, and one of the most difficult problems
in aesthetics. We should now wish to know the principles by
which to distinguish that which is aesthetically valuable
and thét Which'is nét so. We should like to discover the
peculiar characteristics of aesthetic objects which, when
present; make them objects of enduring enjoyment, and in

virtue of which we term works of art "beautiful," "good" or

"ygluable ! _ - | s

It must be admitted that a direct answer to questions
such as this is impossible at this time. It is customary to

refer to principles of composition and design, and how they

are applied to color, line, mass and tone in order to produce
satisfying works of art. In addition, there have been

attempts to measure aesthetic value which is thought to

Pyt

67 Ibid., p. 465.
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reside solely in the formal aspects of a work of art. One
theory holds that
Many auditory and visual perceptions are accom-
panied by a certain intuitive feeling of value, which is

clearly separable from sensuous, emotional, moral, or
intellectual feeling.

* L] L . . L 4 . * L L - L 4 L] L * - L L . * L d . L] - . -

Of primary significance for aesthetics 1s the fact
that the objects belonging to a definite elass admit of
direct intuitive comparison with respect to aesthetic
value. The artist and the connoisseur excel in their
power to make discrimination of this kind,68

In its simplest statement, the theory holds that the effort
of attention which is necessary for the act of perception
inereases in proportion to the complexity (C) of the object,
and that the object 1s characterized by & more or less con-
cealed_harmony, symmetry, or order (0). The aesthetic
measure (M) of the object is the fesling of value which rewards
the attention glven te these two functions. The mathematical
formulation of this proposition is given:

Within each class of aesthetic objects, to define
the order 0 and the complexity C so that their ratio
M= 0/C yields the aesthetic measure of any object of
the class.6

This theory is useful in determining the rank of aesthetic
values among the more purely formal art objects, such as
polygonal forms, vases, etc.,, but it is only of 1imited'use-
fulness among the other fine artsvdue to their complexlity and
the almost insuperable difficulties involved in the appli-

cation of the formule to any other than the most simple

objects. The work is indicative, however, that various types

68 G.D. Birkhoff, Aesthetic Measure (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1933) p. 3.

69 Tbid., p. 4.
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of arrangement and‘proportion are immediately satisfying in
themselves, and revesls their importance as elementary
aesthetic factors. The fact that the inherent aesthetic value
of these simple forms can be computed may, however,

+ « o ©as8lly lead to the fallacy of atomicity, that
is, to the belief that a work of art 1s merely the sum of
its parts, and that aesthetie response to the work as a
whole is merely the sum of individual ingredients which
can be isolated by analysis. They also tempt the inves-
tigator to conclude, often contrary to his own better
judgment, that sheer obedience to the rules suggested by
his own analytical investigations may suffice to produce
real art.’0

Moreover, it would be possible to findbmany instanées where
the principles of order, harmony and symmetry, would be
applicable to other phenomena utterly devoid of aesthetic
value} This is one of the main'inconsistencies common to
objectivist theories. As Aikén points out,
Purely objectivistic theories have invariably
- been unable to provide an intelligible account of beauty
or aesthetic value. Nor have they been able to define
in clear and sufficient terms the difference between an
aesthetic and a non-aesthetic object. Such so-called
objective properties as unity, order or coherence, for
- example, may perhaps be necessary conditions of an
aesthetic object, but they are never sufficient. It is
always possible to give instances of unified, harmonious,
or orderlz objects which are quite devold of aesthetic
quality.7 :
Thus it is both very difficult and very risky to attempt
a definition of aeéthetic value which will enable one to locate
the inherent values of art solely in the technical devices such

"as compositional structure. However, it cannot be denied that

70 Greene, op. cit., p. 89.

71 H.D. Aiken, "Criteria for an Adequate Aesthetics,"
Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism, vol. VII (December .
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these ingredients do play an important part in determining

the total effect that a work of art may have upon the observer.

Summary . To conclude this chapter I propose to bring
together the observations that have been made previously, in
' an attempt to construct ﬁhat may be calied a criterion of
value, which will embody the most significant generalizations

which can be made regarding aesthetic value.

Earlier in this chapter, it was decided to forsake
the objectivist and subjectivist theories of aesthetic value,
.since the limiting fields of each did not seem adequate to the
needs of aesthetic theory. The theory of the relativism of
aesthetic values was not disposed of so readlly, for 1ts use-
fulness 1s somewhat greater; However, an unqualified accepb-
ance of fhis view was also regarded as untenable. The con-
sideration of aesthetic‘Values as inhefenﬁ and intrihsic is a
more workable basis on the whole, since it may embody some of
the views of each of the objectivist, subjectivist and
relativist theories, without commitbing itself to the sccome
panying deficiencies. The concept of inherent valﬁes, however,
when it is adapted to a positive science of aesthetics, is
found wanting in that its appeal to the technical principles
of art creation is not alone sufficient to explain the reasons
why particular works of art, each with similar formal founda-
tionsvand commen subject matter, evoke different responees in
different observers. Professor Aiken's attribution of the .
inherent value of art to the characteristic response of a

‘certain nermal degree of satisfaction, father than to the
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conditions which produce this response, 1s one attempt to
avoid this difficulty, When inherent and intrinsic value
coincide this may be completely true, but when the two aspects
diverge the bréblem still remains as to how to determine the

inherent value of a work of art.

The most that can be done at this time, I think, is to
try to indicate the conditions under which inherent value may
be realized, without recourse to an arbitrary 1iéting of the
technical principles at the disposal of the artist which are
thought to bé thé cause of the aesthéfid respdnse. The.

respective roles of subject matter, form and content have

been considered earlier, and do not need repeating here.

What we are to be concerned with is the effect on the

individual of works_of dart described as having inherent value.

The fundamental test of this value is

e o« o« that upon further experience with it under
reasonably favorable conditions, it will "grow on us" in
meaning and emotional significance; it will increase our
-capacity to cherish and appreciate it . . . the word

appreciate” is used here in the relevant sense as given
in the diectionagrys; it means, to esteem, cherish, prize,
hold dear. . ./2 '

Good art, therefore, is that which causes growth in appre-
elation, while poor art does not; énd short-lived excitement
is not to be confused with this long-term growth, Thié
situation is also confirmed by reference to musical tastes.

It is an obvious fact that so-called popular music is popular

because it appears to have intrinsic value; that is to say,

72 T.T. Lafferty, "Empiricism and Objective Relativism
in Value Theory," Journal of Philosophy, XLVI, 149.
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it seems to be the case that large numbers of people receive
immediate pleasure or enjoyment upon hearing it. But what is
equally evident is that the life-span of this type of music
is extremely short. That this is due to satiety or fatigue
in listening cannot be ignored, for the same situation may
occur on repeated hearings of some greater classic. What is
important is that its inherent value 1is low, or non-existent,
which may be confirmed by reference to the qualified observer
of at least "normal" sensibilities and capacities for judg-
ment on this matter. In short, by means of some complex
arrangement of qualities, which we have been unable to locate
unquestionably so far, the superior type of art holds poten=-
tialities for future enjoyment, while the inferior one does
not, and the fact that this type of art holds such poten-
tialities will be verified by the judgments of competent,
qualified observers and critics:

The criterion or test of value 1s stated as one
which must appear in future experience. In other
lsnguage, the test of a value is to live with it.
Nevertheless, this more ultimate test 1ls not always
required. . + After we have had considerable exper-
ience with good things of a certain type, we develop
a more ready sensitivity which is sometimes called
"oood taste," a term too often degraded to the merely
conventional. I mean, rather, an ability to decide
more or less immediately how a thing would affect us
upon further experience. This ability can be measured,
in some cases at least. At any rate, the ability will
not be absolute; it will be relative to the types of.
things with which we have had experience. For anything -

- quite different, we must resort to further experience

to note how it affects us. The art critic is no less
in this predicament than the rest of us.”’®

This increased ability may not be limited to the thing

75 Ibid., p. 151.
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itself, but may carry over into other fields, that is,

tyglues tend to sensitize us to other values."

This fact of mubtual enhancement is, moreover, one
of double significance. On the one hand, a value tends
to sensitize us to other values, while, on the other,
some degree of variety is required for fuller apprecia-
tion of any one of them.74

This would seem to indicate that our apprehension of

inherent value is not directed by any aesthetic sense of beauty.

or of value, but that the value-judgment is a function of our
experiences in a particular field, or perhaps of those within

‘the larger field of the arts generally.

A fﬁrther observation may be made, namely, that the
values of art are shareable. If, howeVer, it is meant that
the emotional response or the experienced enjoyment is shar-

able; they could not be regarded so, absolutely. While we
| have in common the capacity for'emotional experience or
enjoyment, the content of a specific emotional situation,
€.Z., the resbonse to a work of art, is purely private and
subjective. Moreover, the words we use to describe these
emotional reactions are only indefinite and approximate

desériptions of the feelings experienced.

There 1s one implication of the view of the sharability
of aesthetic value which must be avoided. Some theorisﬁs,

notably Tolstoy, recognizing the universal appeal of works of
art and its social nature, have gone to the extreme of locat~

ing the primary importance of art in its communication of

7% 1bid., p. 152.
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emotion. What must be rejected‘is the identification of

value with emotion, although an emotional state may be involved
in a large number of circumstances, if not all. In addition,
it ié questionable whether the intention of the artist is, in
faet, an attempt to induce an emotional state in the obserﬁer
of his work. Communication of attitudes, 1t may be granted,‘
seems to be an important factor in some types of art, but

this value, if it can be called that, is rather instrumental,

and therefore not peculiarly aeéthetic. There may be any
number of reasons prompting the artistic creatibn, such as
the desire to c¢reate beauty, the desire for prestige, a place
in sociéty or immortality, etc., none of which reveal any

intention to communicate 1ldeas or emotions.?®

As Lewis points out, the positive selience of aesthetics
remains largely undeveloped. The ohly content of such
theories of which we may be assured are the various "principles
of composition" and so forth, that exist for the various‘arts,
and are fairly well attested. But as to how these prineipleé
should be formulated in order to offer specific definitions
of what constitutes the inherent values of art, there is
| little agreement, due for the most part ﬁo the complexity and

diversity concerning aesthetié objects. The most that can be

said, however, concerning aesthetic value, is that in all
objects described as being aesthetically valuable,

« « o this value of them depends upon a complexus
of properties constituting an esthetic essence, in some

75 K.E. Rosinger, "What Shall We Look for in Art?"
Journgl of Phllosophy, XXXIV, 309 ff. .
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part literally embodied, or capable of being embodied,
in some physical thing which is the instrument of
presentation, and in some part belonging to a context of
this object, which 1s associated with it in some manner
which is not subjective merely. Whatever the nature of
this entity which is direct object of the esthetic judg-
ment, this esthetic essence by reason of which it has or
lacks esthetic value, is an abstract entity. This kind
of abstraction thus represents the basic category of
esthetics.’8
I think that it is legitimate to identify the terms
"good! and "valuable" with one another for the purposes of
iocating aeéthetic vélue. That is to say, the examples of
art we describe as “good" are those in which the inherent
aesthetic value is of a high order. The same identification,
however, cannot be made between the terms "beauty" and
"yalueble,” for while all types of art which evoke a response
such that the aesthetic object is termed "beautiful! are
valuable, it is not always the case that objects having
inherent aesthetic value are beautiful. That many aesthetic
theories seem to maintain this identification is due to the
fact that they regard "besuty" and "pleasure" as synonymous
terms. But because of the various interpretétions which may‘
be put upon the usage of these terms, which is in a large
measure arbitrary, their usefulness is only of a limited
nature. The reservation of the term beauty to apply to but
one species of aesthetic value, used to describe aesthetic
objects in virtue of their capacity to evoke only a small

section of the total possible range of aesthetic response,

must be maintained.

76 Lewis, op. eit., p. 478.
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Criteria of Inherent Aesthetic Value. Taking into

account all the distinctions which have been made, I think
that the position has been reached where it is possible to
make a generalization-regarding the criteria of lnherent
aesthetic value. Under the limitations, the most that can
be said is as‘follows: A work of art may be said to have
inherent aesthetic value only in so far as it would provide
intrinsic or immediate enjoyment of a more or less enduring
nature, or reveal potentialities for future experienced
enjoyment in aesthetic contemplation, to an observer of at
least normal capacities and sensibilities, under clrcumstances
favorable to this response. A work of art corresponding to
these requifements, and apprehended under these conditipns
could, therefore, be called '"good," and in some cases, but
not all, "peautiful." Stated in more formal terminology, ﬁ
is good, or inherently valuable; in virtue of 1its capacity
to produce (immediately or potentially) in contemplator Y,
under circumstances Z, and enduring experience of aesthetic

énjoyment or satisfaction (intrinsic value).

The concept of inherent aesthetic value 1s necessary
in order to show that the value in a work of art can be -
"objecfive" without implying that the v alue is independent of
fhe immediately feltvsatisfactions of the experieneing subject.
It 1s also necessary in order to demonstrate that mistaken
disagreements on the value of works of art are due to errors
iﬁ reporting immediately felt satisfactions. Thus aesthetic‘

judgments may be correct or incorrect, and there is no need
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to assume that the opinions of the majority are right.

The qualified observer is necessary to the idea of
inherent value, and the more or less subjective conditions
peculiar to the normal person become relevant only when they
are féirly pervasive. This means that it 1s not necessary
to suppose that only one universal canon of iﬁherent value

exists, for

« o« o there will have to be as many different con-
ceptions of the inherent value of a work of art as there
are fundamentally different types of limiting conditions
affecting the characteristic responses of considerable
numbers of individuals.

Such conditions vary, to a greater or less degres,
from culture to culture and from psychological type to
psychological type. Moreover . . . works of art resemble
constitutions in the sense that, despite continuous and
common centers of significance and value, they are con-
stantly acquiring and losing levels of meaning and
interest for the successiyve generations of men even
within the same culture.’’

For this reason, therefore, every age and culture
~will have to determine its own order of inherent values
among works of art. This will probably not differ
absolutely from that of the age which precedes it. And
some works will obviously vary more from age to age than
others. The fact remains, however, that the conditioned
subjective contexts which determine the perceptual
content of any aesthetic work of art vary enormously
from culture to culture and epoch to epoch. And because
of this, there cannot be any single or fipal determination
of the inherent value of any work of art.

Confirmation of this view may be obtained by reference

to the writings of social and cultural anthropologists.
According to one theory, the arts have passed through two

stages, the first characterized by a non-aesthetic estimation

77 Aiken, Journal of Philosophy, © ;E cit., p. 507,

78 Tpid., p. 509.
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of goodness or value. In this stage, all art creations were
produced, not for the sake of art or beauty, but for the sake
of religion, morals, patriotism, etc., and other non-aesthetic
ends. This period is identified as being that in Greece up

to the fourth century B.C., and in Europe up to thé Renais-
gance. The second stage is concerned primarily with the
creation of beauty and other pureiy aesthetic values, and it
is here that art connoisseurship, collecting and criticism
make their appearance. These tﬁo stages are called the
Tdealistic and the”Sensate, and their dissimilarity 1is marked

by the fact that

. . . Idealistic art is almost always both a self-
sufficient value created for its own sake, and a means to
express, o manifest, to convey, to teach, to propagate
The idesal and its values, which lie outside art. sSuch an
art israrely art ror art's sake, but almost always a
partner or companion, sometimes a handmaid of r eligion,
moral and civic virtue, or of other values of a non-
aesthetic character. . . :

 The Visual (Sensate) art tends to be an art for
art!s sake so far as it does not tend to be a means to
express anything except itself. It sees its main purpose
and objectives in its reflection of the empirical reality
as accurately as may be. It therefore is often associated
with "aestheticism" in a particular sense, with that
period in art history when art for artt's sake appears,
with ibs crowds of aesthetes, connoisseurs, collectors,
professional critics, theorizers of beauty, profeggional’
artists who want to be artistic and nothing more. -

The true difference between the Sensate and the

Ideational forms of art consists in the fact that they serve
quite different masters,

. one to hedonism, to emotions and sensations;

79 P.A. Sorokin, Social and Cultural Dynamics, vol. I,
Fluctuations in the Forms of Art, (New York: American Book

Company, 1937) pe. 257
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the other to the Ideational and Idealistic values of
religion, morals, civies, science, philosophy, etc.
One is divorced from the duty of fostering Ideational
values but is inevitably bound to the gratification of
the senses; the other is inseparably united with the
Ideational, but escapes becoming the "plaything" of
sensations and emotions.

The revolt against the purely Sensate values has
occurred in comparatively recent times iﬁ Tolstoyt's attack
on contempofary 1iteraturé, art and criticism genérally; and
.-together with the reaction of other critical trends, seems to

be indicative of a crisis in purely Sensate art and criticism.

80 1bid., p. 670.




CHAPTER IV

CRITICISM

l. Preliminary Distincﬁions.

To close this discussion, I propose to consider one
further matter which has so far been ignored, but whiéh‘is
actually a logical extension of the prévious survey of
aesthetlc theory. The subject now at hand is that of criti-
cism in art, or the critical aesthetic judgment. IFf any
theory of aesthetics is to prove satisfactory, it must be so
constructed that its various observations shall be capable
of being épplied in some way. In so far as aesthetic theory
is concerned with a description of the aesthetic experience
‘and the standards or criﬁeria of aesthetic evaluation, then
the principles'evolved should bé préctieally applicable to a
theory of criticism. It is for this reason, then, that a
~discussion of the nature of ériticism_should follow and ecom-
- plete a survey of aesthetic contemplation and assthetic judg-
ment. This discussion may be brief, for much of what has been
sald may be applied to the consideration of the cfitical‘
aesthetic judgment. For the sake of clarity, however, the
relevant observations will have.to be restated in a new form,
which will make evident their connection withbthié discussion

on criticisme.

There‘are two factors about the aesthetic experience
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which would seem to render the critical attitude -~ one of
comparison aﬁd classification -- a difficult one to sustain.
There 1s, first of all, the uniqueness of each aesthetic
experience. As an expression on the part of the personality
and interests of each artist, each work of art will differ,
if only in degree, from all others of its kind. In order

to appreciate each work fully, it must be appreciated singly,

without thought of others. This leads to a second difficulty,

namely, the necessity of a complete absorption in the

presented content on its own account, and an abandonment of

"gelf-consciousness" on the part of the spectator or critic.

However, these objectiéns are not entirely relevant
to the critical aesthetic'judgment.l As a matter of fact,
it is only by throwing ourselves open to the advent of feel-
ing, and becoming absorbed in the content of a great number
of works of art_of all kinds that we begin to formulate
standards'of taste and criticism. The delight or satisfaction

experienced in the presence of a good work of art is, in part,

determined by the measure of accordance that the given work
might have with certain expectations aroused in the mind by
reference to other aesthetic works of a similar kind. It is,

of course, necessary that these exﬁectations be satisfied by

a high degree of inherent value in the work under considera-
tion, if the judgment is to be favorable. Thus criticism
cannot rest completely on the contemplative level, for

recollection, comparison and evaluation each have an important

1 Parker, op. cit., pp. 106 ff.
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role in the formation of critical judgments.

For this reason, it is not difficult to explain the
wide disagreements regarding the value or disvalue of examples
of contemporary or "modern" non-representational art. Most
spectators, and not a few critics, are insufficiently acquaint-
ed with the newer styles and techniques to enable them to
evaluate adequately the content of this type of art:

It is impossible, therefore, not to compare works
of art one with another. We will concede to the
impressionist that anything which anybody finds beautiful
is beautiful momentarily; but we must insist on the every-
day fact that, because of the operation of the standard
as a result of growing experience in art, what once
seemed beautiful often ceases to seem so. And we must
also insist that among the things surviving as beautiful
we inevitably set up a hierarchy, a scale. A plurality
of values, each unique and in its own way indispensable
to a complete world of values, is not inconsistent with
relations of higher and lower among them.g

I do not propose to embark upon a discussion concern~
ing the proper domain of the critic here} It may be the case
that the critic, in addition to analyzing the aesthetic
gualities of art, may also have a functlon which 1is variously
informationsl, interpretative and stimulative. His primary
function, however, is to criticize and to analyze works of

art in order to locate their aesthetic value by reference to

certain standards, principles or criteria. Norman Foerster,

himself a critic, reveals this particular aspect of the

criticts interest:

The critic is interested, like the artist, in
technique, the process of making, but especially he 1is

2 1bid, p. 108. | K
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interested in structure, the esthetic properties of the
thing made, its architectonic features such as unity,
balance, emphasis, rhythm, and the like, the shapely
pattern resulting when all the materials, that is, the
emotions, sense perceptions, images, allusions, ideas,
ethical insights, have been brought into more or less
complete interplay and fulness of tension. . . The
critic thus has esthetic exaltations, satisfactions,
annoyances, boredoms, which it is his business, as a
rational judge, to justify in terms of the esthetic
qualities of the works themselves.®

2. Standards of Criticism.

In the appraisal of aesthetic works of art it is
essential that the critic should have clearly invmind a set
of standards or principles on which to base his evaluations.
The usefulness of his pronouncements will depend, to a great
extent, upon the care with which he defines his attitude to
such problems as the importance of the artistic medium, the

role”of the subject matter, the relation of form and content,

and so on. ' If agreement on the nature of the various criteria

can be once established, then
e « « judgments can be made which will indeed be
“relatlvely objective" -- relative in that they depend
upon deliberately chosen standards, objective to the
extent that they can be empirically checked with these
by the trained critical expert.4 _
If one critie, for example, judges art according to what he
believes the purpose or intent of the artist to be, and
another evaluates on the basis of "expressiveness" or feeling-

import only, then disagreements caﬁnot hbpe to be«resolvéd.

- S D.A. Stauffer, (ed.), The Intent of the Critiec,
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1941) pp. 69-70.

4 Hospers, op. cit., p. 128.
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Criticél standards should therefore measure up to
certain requirements. Of these, the two most iImportant ere
that they should be both derivative and tentative:

They are derivative in that they result from human
choice and are, therefore, merely codified judgments of
expert critics. Moreover they are derived by induction
from concrete situations to which they should never be
regarded as external. . . Therefore they are subject to

. constant revision or extension, so that our aim should be
not only to apply our chosen criteria but equally and
constantly to test them by our appraisals. If a theory
‘does not support a penetrating and carefully considered
insight, by all means modify the theory rather than
distort evaluations in order to fit them into a predeter-
mined hypothesis.5

Keeping these requirements in mind, it is possible to formulate
a few of the most general principles of critical aesthetic

judgment which may apply to all the arts.

The first of these ie the complete utilization of the
expressive potentialities of the artistic medium. While many
writers do not state this point in exactly the same manner,
7they are all, without exception, in agreement here:

As between a highly integrated jewel box, however,
and a poorly integrated cathedral with a lot of scattered
charm, which is the better? . . . You already have the
aesthetic judgment when you have seen that the one object
utilized its small amount of asesthetic material to the
greatest advantage, and the other has falled to make the
most of the large amount of positive aesthetic values
that it has.b

e« o o artistic quality is always a function of the
success with which artistic form is adapted to artistic
intent. It is a characteristic of the work of art as a
whole, not merely of its formal pattern as such.

5 ibid., p. 131.

6 Pepper, Basis of Criticism in the Arts, op. clt.,
pp. 81-82.

7 Greene, op. cit., Pp. 390.
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By effective exploitation of the artistic mediﬁm is meant the
full realization of both the potentialities and the limitations
of the medium. Artists who do not make the fullest possible
use of their materials are both feeble and incompetent, as
opposed to those gfeater meﬁbersvof their kind whose talent
enables them to select, in some specific way, that portion of
the materials at hand which will be at once both economiqal

and effective. On the other hand, over-exploitation of the

medium -~ the lack of recognition of expressive'limitations -

may be much more common, and usuéily consists in a technical
manipulation 6f the medium for its own sake. Prégram masic
which attempts to imitate natural sounds, and excessive
abstraction in sculpture and painting aré examples of arts
which, in many cases, exceed the limitations of their media .8
Here, as in the applidation'of other standards, only the
cultivafed aesthetic perception is qualified to discriminate

between what 1s good and what is either deficient or excéssive.

Closely connected with this effective use of the medium

is the criterion of unique use of the material or subject
matter:

We do not want poetry to be merely imagistic or
merely musical when we have another art that can give
us much better pictures and still another that can give
us much better musiec than any word-painting or word-
music. When we read a poem, we do not want to be .made
to think how much better the same thing could be done
in a different medium.®

This standard of the unique use of the material may be taken

8 Ipid., pp. 407 ff.

9 Parker, op. Cit., pp. 109-110.
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as an implication of the one given above, namely, the com-
plete use of the medium; for as Greene points out, "artistic
quality is a function of the specific form of a work of art
. 0 The criterion is not merely the artist's faithful
obedience to the specific techniques and principles of his
art,
« « « but rather the artistic vitality and per-
fection of the specific form of the work of art as a
unique composition. Sinee every work of art is a unique
solution to a unique problem, the critic must ask: How
successfully has the artist solved his particular problem
in this particular work of art? How appropriate is this
specific form to .the artist's specific intent? In this
sense every critical judgment recording an appraisal of
artistic quality is necessarily a singular judgment.ll
A third standard, according to Parker, is
¢« » » The perfect use of the medium in the effort:
“to fulfill the artistic purpose of sympathetic repre--
sentation -- the power to delight the sense and create
- sympathy for the feeling expressed, on the one hand, and
the range of vision, on the other; the depth and the
breadth of the aesthetic experience.
Here the measure of the success of the work of art is the
degree to which it evokes in the observer the feelings,
emotions, and activity of the imagination which accompany the
contemplative attitude. As I have pointed out in .the earlier
chapters, it is not possible to define, with any degree of
exactness, the various ways in which art may accomplish this,
“but the competent observer and critic will be able to identify

these qualities when they are present.

10 0p. eit., p. 391.
11 7Tpid.

12 op. cit., p. 111,
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At least one of the ways in which good art is recog-
nized is by the qualities of uniqueness, freshness or
spontaneity, as opposed to purposeless originality or novelty.
What is required of the artist in this case is that either he
shall have new themes to express in his medium, or that he
Shall be able to devise new forms in which to eXpress old
themes. Greene identifies this "significant originality" as

"an Aristotelian mean between sheer order or convention and

sheer novelty or emergent difference."13

Finally, reference can be made to additional standards,
which may be said to apply to good, if not great, art. These
standards are called profundity, magnitude, intensity, and

- depth and breadth of meaning:

. Great art has profundity, by which we mean that
there are layers of aesthetic meaning, not independent of
one another, but so interlaced that we may be fully aware
of some of them and only dimly and opaquely aware of
others. Great art has scope, by which we mean that it
encompasses as magnitude of vision not found in more
simple and direct works of art. Finally, great art has
intensity, by which we mean that its dramatic character
reaches a pitch and climax unattainable in everyday
expressions.l

Greene has made a similar observation on the criterion of
artistic greatness, using "profound" and "profundity" as
synonyms for "great" and "greatneSsh: -

The profundity of any artistic interpretation and
evaluation must, in turn, be regarded as a function of

the "depth" and the "breadth" we predicate of the artist's
normative insight. The depth of his insight is

13 92- Cito, P 4086,

14 worris, op. cit., p. 181.
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proportionate to the adequacy with which he comprehends
the nature and human import of any subject-matter, how-
ever limited, from any specific point of view, however
restricted. 1Its breadth is proportionate to the scope
of the subject-matter surveyed and to the catholicity
of the agent!'s normative outlook. The greatness of a
work of art can be determined onlg by reference to both
of these complementary criteria.l

The fact that such criteria are used constantly by

competent judges may be evidenced by a reference to an essay

by the music critic Virgil Thomson, entitled, "The Art of

Judging Music':

In order to make a fair judgment from only the .
first stage of acquaintance, either from hearing or read-
.ing, everybody 1s obliged to have recourse to the aid of
clues and clinical signs. The clinical signs of musical
quality are (1) a certain strangeness in the musical
texture; (2) the ability of a work to hold one's attention;
(3) onet's ability to remember it vividly; (4) the presence
of technical invention, such as novelty of rhythm, of
contrapuntal, harmonic, melodic or instrumental device.
The pattern that a score makes on a page can be entleing,
too, even before one starts to read it. In the matter of
attention, it is not germane that one should be either
delighted or annoyed. What counts is whether one is
impelled to go on listening.

It is necessary to keep wary, too, and to examine
onet!s mind for possible failure to make cardinal distinc-
tions. These are (1) design versus execublon, or the
plece itself as distinet from its presentation; (2) the
expressive power of the work as distinguished from its
formal musical interest; (3) a convincing emotional
effect versus a meretricious one. One must ask oneself
always, "Have I heard a pretty piece or just some pretty
playing?" "Has an abstruse work been obscured by the
more facile character of its neighbors on the program?"
"Have I been lisbtening to sentiment or brilliance, . ..
counterpoint or progundlty?" "Have I been moved or
‘merely impressed?"l S

It is on these criteria that most evaluations of great

15 Op. cit., pp. 463-464.

16 R.F. French (ed.), Music and Criticism, (Cambridge,

Harvard University Press, 1948) pp. 108-109.
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art are seen to rest. What most critics mean by "treatment"
or "interpretation" is essentially the same as what Greene
means by "depth" and "breadth." It is obvious, from what has
been said, that the choice of subjeet matter will not of it-
self determine the degee of profunditj or triviality, rather
it is only the effective or significant interpretation of
subject matter in the artistic medium which can contribute

to artistic greatness:

Now every specific work of art offers some

~ specific interpretation, via artistic form, of a specific
subject-matter, and expresses an individual normative
attitude in a specific way. This factor of individual-
ity is absolutely essential, as we have seen, to all
artistic achievement. None the less, the greatness of
art is primarily a function of the generic type of
interpretation which underlies any specific interpretation,
“and of the generic attitude of which the specific attitude
recorded in any particular work of art is merely a specific
variant. It is always the universal shining through. the.
particular which constitutes the greatness of art. But
sinece human experience takes various forms, and since men
“adopt various generic attitudes, different works-of art
which express very different generic attitudes and inter-
pretations of the same or different subjects may be judged
by the critic to be equally great.l’

As a postseript to this chapter I think it is necessary
to state some of the charéctéristics of‘that_hypothetical \
personage who has been referred to so often. I refer, of
course, to the "combetent critic" or "qualified observer,"
 The following qﬁotation is as complete a description of tﬂis
person that can be founds |

I suggest that the more skilful the critic, the
more completely will he possess and use the six follow-

ing qualificatlons: (1) a natural sensitiveness to the
aims of the artist and to the qualities of the works he

17 @Greene, op. cit., pp. 475-476.
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is judging; (ii) a trained observation resulting from
wide and varied experience with the kind of art he is
considering; (iii) sufficient cultural (i.e., historiecal,
religious, social, political, iconographic, and so forth)
-equipment to enable him to understand the objects of his
criticism; (iv) a reflective power which will allow him
to detect and hence to take into consideration personal
eccentricities in his preferences, and by means of which
he will analyze, weigh, and balance the effects which
artistic creations make upon him; (v) a degree of normal=-
ity, as opposed to eccentricity, which will make his range
of experience sufficiently central to be available for
participation by others; and (vi) a critical system which
will present a satisfactory basis for artistic evalua-
tions. ‘

The “competent critic" and the "qualified observer"

will differ only in the degrée to which thej measure up to

these ideal qualifications. As for the ordinary consumers of

works of art, the basic requirement is that they should

- possess at least a normal sensitivity and capacity for the

épprehension of works of art which will enable them to parti-

cipate in the aesthetic experience of the critic, if only to

a lesgser degree., Then education and eﬁlightenment can make

a definite contribution toward a more complete understanding

and appreciation of works of art.’

18 Heyl, 92. Ci'b., ppo 92-950




CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

It will now be profitable to bring together in sum-
marized form the most important observations and conclusions
which have been made at various points in the preceding

chapters.

The basis for the organization of the material presented
here has rested.on the distinction, made by Ducasse, betWeen
the receptive and the judgmental attitudes; hence the ma jor
division of the essay into discussions on aesthetic contem-
plation and aesthetic judgment. The aim of the chapter entitled
"pesthetic Contemplation" was to offer a description of the
nature of the mental proéesses which occur in the apprehension
of works of art. The contemplation of aesthetic objects, as I
have tried to indicate, consists in aﬁ attitude of receptiveness
which may be described as both éctive and disinterested, non-
practical, presupposing a content of attention,vnot condueive
to overt action, free from ulterior interests or ends, and a
detaqhed absorption in the presented content. With regard to
the nature of the feelings experienced in the apprehension of
works of art, the chief obstacle in classifying the varlious
sensations, emotions and moods lies in the difficulties sur-~
rounding the attempt of personal introspection to describe

‘accurately'the feelings experienced. Moreover, another main
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drawback is that the precise nature of the psychological
mechanism through which these feelings are aroused is not at
all clear. It may be the case that art may duplicate, in a
smaller degree, some of the feelings experienced in every day
life, but what is more likely is that art may arouse in the
observef some feelings, emotions or moods -- some writers have
called them "aesthetic emotions" -- not common to every day
experience, and which therefore»are not capable of being
described in words with any measure of exactness. In any case,
the number, variety and complexity of the impulses, feelings
and emotions fused in the gesthetic experience are so great

as almost to defy analysis, rSimiiar objections can be advanced
against the use of the word "pleasure" to describe the
'aesthetic enjoyment of works of art. In order to avoid incon-
sistencies in the use of this»tem, its meaning either should
‘be expanded beyond common usage to cover all fields of
aesthetic experience -- a remedy which is impractical -- or
confined to a description of some instances of éesthetid
contemplation in which a particular kind of pleasure is exper-
ienced. Since the meaning of this "aesthetic pleasure" is so
limited it would be better if the term could be dispensed with
altogether. Such terms as "enjoyment" or "felt satisfaction,"
although not completely sasdequate in themseives, are not subjeét
to the peculiar limitations surrounding the use of the word

"vleasure."

Taken together, the judgmental and critical attitudes

comprise the second chief aspect of the aesthetlic experience,
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By aesthetic judgment is meant any evaluation orvappraisal
which identifies or describes actual or potential values or
satisfactions which are_realized in the apprehension of
aesthetic objects.l The critical aspect of aesthetic judg-
ment is arrived at by the formulation of many singular judg-
ments into a scale or hierarchy of values by which we compare
the merits and faults of vérious works of art one with
another. Aesthetic judgment and criticism, while involving
aesthetic contemplation, differ from it by reason of the fact
that they employ recollection, evaluation and eomparison in

the proéess of stating the grounds for their decisions,

A large part of this study has been concerned with the
questions "What are aesthetic values?" and "What is the nature
of them?" ‘Some part of the discussidh has been devoted to an
analysi§~of the usage of "beauty,ﬁ which is one form of
aesthetic value, in order to corréct_the misconceptions
sufrounding the casual usage of the ﬁerm. Here again, the
term lacks accuracy in its widespread application. Accord-
ingly, we cannot concelve of beauty as being the only or the
highesﬁ form of aesthetic value, for other values of a similar
kind may simply not be capable of being described verbally

with any degree of precision.

The remainder of the chapter "Aesthetic Judgment" has
been purely analyticals It has attempted to £ind a satis-

factory systematic classification of the aesthetic values.

1 Adapted from H.D. Ailken, "Evaluation and Obligatibn:

Two Functions of Juegments in the Language of Conduct."
Journal of Philosophy, XLVII (Jan. 5, 1950), 8. i
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On account of ﬁhe various deficiencies and limitations

- accompanying the unqualified acceptance of any one of the
theories of objectivism, sﬁbjectivism or relativism, another
classification, involving the distinction between extrinsic
and intrinsic values, was exémined. As far as aesthetic theory
is concerned, the most important distinction is betweeh
intrinsic value, which is immediate, and inherent value, which

is a species of extrinsic value.

In attempting to locate intrinsic value, which is the
basis of aesthetic judgment, the closest approach possible in
terms of language is to words such as "feltvsatisfactidn,"
"experienced goodness" or "enjoyment."_ But because of the
éomplexity of the aesfhetié experiencé, and because of the
variations in subjective response which are attributable to
other factors;qomplicaﬁing aesthetic appreciation, this form
of judgment is most subject to error. This requires the
postulation, for theoretical purposes, of the "qualified

observer" of at least normal sensibilities and capacities. .

| Inhefent value in aesthetic objects, on the other
hand, consists in their potentiality for producing "experienced
satisfaction" or intrinsic value. Beauty is a case of inherent
value, for when we say "X is beautiful," we state, if only
implicitly, its potentiélities for prodﬁcing in others, as
well as ourselves, an intrinsically satisfying aesthetic
experience, when beheld under the appropriate conditions. This
concept of inherent value holds important implications for a

theory of criticism. If inherent value in aesthetic objects
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did not have an independent status, the training and educa-
tion which attempts to indlcate the artistic qualities thought
to be the cause of the satisfying experience would be point-
less. Therefore the criteria of good art depend on inherent
value, which must be judged rather than merely felt. It was
pointed out that any attempt to locate inherent value solely
in the formal qualities or technical devices of art is doomed
to failure, for the aspects of form and content can be
separated for theoretical purposes only. The most that cah
be done is to supply a criterion of the conditions ﬁnder which i
inherent aesthetic %alue may be judged to be present, namely,
thét the work of art in question be of such a nature that it
Woﬁld,provide, in aesthetic contemplation, immediaté or
potential enjoyment of a more or less enduring nature to an
observer of at least normal sensitivity under favorable

conditionse.

To round out the discussion I have referred to some

of the general principles or standards which are thought by

critics to contribute to the inherent values of art. The
way in which these principles are‘applied and the limitations
surrounding their use, add further corroboration to the

argument of the futility of a practical separation of the

form from the content of art for the purposes of locating

aesthetic value.

The chief difficulties which beset the formulation of
a completely adequate theory of aesthetics at this time seem

to be resolvable into those which are of a psychological
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nature, and those which are philosophical. The psychological

ones, such as the inadequacy of theories of emotional

response, and so on, have already been examined and need not

be répeated here; One of the philosophical questions, how-

ever has to do with the perplexing problem of the meaning of

aesthetic terms. It cannot be said that one "true," "correct"

or "ultimate" meaning for these terms exists,‘for between the

symﬁols (words) and things symbolized (the various aesthetie ag;

experiences, values, etc.) there exists a gap which is even

widened by the great number of confusing definitions and
descriptions of the basic aesthetic terms. The term "beauty,"
. for example, may be held to refer to a quality of a thing )
according to one theory, and to mental activity or psycho-
logical reaction according to another. In a recent éccount

of this situation Heﬁl says:

Terms like "beauty," "art," "esthetics," "judg-
ment," "value," "quality," and so .forth have never stood
for specific referents, but have rather been a part of a
series of contexts, the meanings of which are constantly
shifting to a greater or smaller degree. . . Thus
[beauty] and all similar words have a peculiarly flexible -
and variable nature, and the sense of such words are even
less pinned to specific referents than are those of other
sorts of words. In short: variation in the meanings of
esthetic and critical terms is the rule, not the
exception.=2 '

- Rather than trying to glean some useful meaning from the

multiple definitions of aesthetic terms, and thus becoming

inextricably involved in confusing and irrelevant material,
it is much more satisfactory to devise volitional definitions

to describe aesthetic objects and situations. A working

2 Op. cit., pp. 8-9.
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agreement is reached when we say

"Let us agree that by 'art'! we will mean such and
such." In this procedure, which contrasts with those of
making both dictionary and real definitions, we are
primarily giving words meaning, not searching for mean-
ings in them.

Once agreement‘is reached on these preliminary verbal matters
the problems at hand are greatly simplified, and the philo-
sophical analysis of the contemplation and judgment of works
of arﬁ can proceed with greater clarity. Provided that

' analysis does not overlook or ignore the integrated unity of

~works of art, it can contribute much toward the development .
of discriminating perception, which, in turn, may lead to a
deeper understanding of the nature of art and the aesthetic

experience.,

5 Ibid-.’ p. ls. .
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