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eral or its all-over properties, e.g. Pont-Aven as the suc-
cessor of Impressionism, hard-edge painting as the
successor of abstract expressionism.

There are two general problems that arise in connexion
with the devices"interms of which I have suggested that
the history of art might be set out. These,problems are
very difficult, and I shall simply mention them. The first
concerns the nature ()f these, devices. Are they theoreti-
cal postulates made by the art-historian in order to
explain the course of art, or do they enter more
substantively into the activity of the artist, say as regu-
lative principles either conscious or unconscious?Perhaps
this distinction need not be tOd/sharp. We have seen that
it is characteristic of the artist that he works under the
concept of art. In q.ny age this concept will probably
belong to a theory, o{which the artist may well be un-
aware. It then becomes unclear, perhaps eve~ immaterial,
whether we are to say that the artist,works under such a
theory. .

Secondly, How much of art should we hope to account
for in this way? In linguistic theory a distinction is made
between two kinds of originality: that to which any
grammatical theory must be adequate, which is in-
herently rule-abiding, and that which depends on the cre-
ation of rules: It would be paradoxical if originality of
the second kind did not also exist in art.

61

In the preceding section I ha~e indicated some kind of
scheme of reference, or framework, within which a work
of art can be identified. This does not, of course, mean

that any spectator, who wishes to identify something as a
work of art, must be able to locate it at its precise point
within such a framework. It is enough that he should
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have an acquaintance with that local part of t~e frame-
- work where the work occurs: alternatively, that he

should be able to take this on trust fromjsomeone who
satisfiesthis condition.

A far more difficult problem arises concerning the re-
lation between the conditions necessary for identifying a
work of art and those necessary for its understanding. To
what extent do we ne~d to be able to locate the work of
art in its historical setting before we can understand it?
The answer that we give to this question is likely to vary
from one work of art to another, depending upon the
extent to which the forID'ativehistory of the work actu"
ally enters into, or affects, the content: to put it another
way, the issue depends on how much the style of the
work is an institutional, and how much it is an express-
ive, matter. As a rough principle it might be laid down
that those works or art which result from the application
of the mOreradical transformational deviceswill,require
for their understanding a,correspondingly greater aware-
ness of the devices that went to their formation.

Two examples may serve to make-this last point. Mer-
leau-Ponty suggeststhat much of the dramatic tension of
Julien Sorel's return to Verrieres arises from the sup-
pression of the kind of thoughts or interior detail that we
could expect to find in such an account; we get in one
page what might have taken up five. If this is so, then it
would seem to follow that, for the understanding of this
passage, the reader of Le Rouge et Ie Noir needs to .come
to the book with at any rate some acquaintance with the
co~ventions of -the early-nineteenth-century novel. The
second example is more radical. In 1917 Marcel Du-
champ submitted to an art exhibition a porcelain urinat'
with the signature of the manufacturer attached in his,
Duchamp's, handwriting. The significance of such icono-
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clastic gestures is manifold; but in so far as the gesture is
to be seen as falling within art, it has been argued (by
Adrian Stokes)that this requires that we project on to the
object's 'patterns and shape. .. a significance learned
from many pictures and sculptures'. In other words, it
would be difficult to appreciate what Duchamp was
trying to do without an over-all knowledge of the history
of art's metamorphoses.

We can also approach the matter the other way round.
If there are many cases where our understanding of a
work does not require that we should be able to identify
it precisely, nevertheless there are very few cases indeed
where our understanding of a work is not likely to suffer
from the fact that we misidentify it, or that we falsely
locate it from a historical point of view. It is in this re-
spect instructive to consider the vicissitudes of appr~ci-
ation undergone by works that have been systematically
misidentified, e.g. pieces of Hellenistic sculpture that for
centurie9 were believed to have a classical provenance.

62

The argument of the preceding section appears to dispute
a well-entrenched view about art: for it suggests that it is
only works of art that come above - whereas, on the
ordinary view, it is those works which fall below - a
certain level of originality or self-consciousness, Which
need or can acquire a historical explanation. Now, in so
far as the ordinary view is not mere prejudice, the dispute
may be based upon a misunderstanding. For the kind of
explanation I have been talking of is, it will be observed,
one in purely art-historical terms, whereas what is ordi-
narily objected to is a form of explanation which would
see the work of art as the product of extraartistic con-
ditions. It is not historical determination as such, it is
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(more specificillly)social determination, that is thought
incompatible with the highest values of art: spontaneity,
originality, and full expressiveness.

The question that now arises, whether social deter-
mination is in fact incompatible with these values, is hard
to answer: largely because it' presupposes a clearer or
more precisely formulated notion of social determin,ation
than is generally forthcoming from either the adherents
or the critics of social explanation.

It is evident that, if one reads into the notion of social
determination somethjng akin to compulsion, or gen-
erally of a coercive character, then it will follow that
explanation. in social terms and the imputation of the
highest expressive values are incompatible. And certaiply
some of the most su,ccessfulattempts to date to explain
works of art by reference to their social conditions have
seen it as their task to demonstrate some kind of con-

straining relation obtaining between the social environ-
ment and art. Thus, there have been studies of the
stringencies impJicit in patronage, or in the com-
missioning of works of art, or in the taste of a ruling
clique. However, this interpretation cannot exhaust the
notion of social determination: if only because it con-
spicuously fails to do justice to the theoretical character
that is generally thought to attach to social explanation.
All such explanation would be on a purely anecdotal
level.

Another interpretation, therefore, suggestsitself, along
the following lines. To say of a particular work of art
that it is socially determined, or to explain it in social
terms, is to exhibit it as an instance of a constant cor-
relation: a correlation, that is, holding between a certain
form of art, on the one hand, and a certain form of social
life, o~ the other. Thus, any particular explanation pre-
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supposes a hypothesis of the form, Whenever A then B.
To say in gerl'eral"that art is socially <ietermined is to do
no more than to subscribe to a h~~ristic maxim,ad-

vocating the framing and testing of SUGhhypotheses:~This
interpretation obviously derives' from, traditional em-
piricism, and traditionah empiricism is surely right in in-
sistiDg that, as long as the hypotheses are no more than
statements of constant conjunction, <j.,nyexplanation by

r~ference to them in no way prejudices!.fr~edom.,A work
of art may be socially determined in this' sense~>andalso
display, to any degree,wspontal1eitx, originality, express"

,iveness, etc. However, a fairly cq,ndusive consideration

"against this interpretation of social determination is the
apparent impossibility<'of finding plausible, let aldhe~true,
hypotheses of the required "character: which may in turn
'be"related to a specific difficultyqf principle, which is
that of identifying forms of art andJorms of social life"in
such a way that they m.ight be found to recur acrqss
history. '

Accordingly:, if..the thesis of social determination is
both to be credible and to enjoy a theoretical status, a

further interpretation is required. More specifically, an
interpretation is required'which,involves a"'more intimate
link between the social and artistic phenomena than
mere correlation. A likely suggestion is that we,?hould
look for a common component to social life and to art,
which also colours and perhaps is coloured by the re-
maining components of which these phenomena are con-
stituted. And we may observe among Marxist critics or
philosophers of culture attempts, if of a somewhat sche-
matic kind, to evolve such patterns of explanation: one,
for instance, in terms of social consciousness, another in
terms of modes .or processes of labour. The one view
would be that social consciousness is at once part of the
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'fabric of social life, and is also r:eflected in the art of the
age. The other view would be it is the same processes of
labour that occur in the infq.structure of society, whe:r;~
they are framed in the production 'relations, and alsp pro-
'Vide art with its accredited vehicles. On this latter view

the difference between the worker anp. the artist would
lie in the conditions, not in the character, of their ac-

tI-\;,ity.What the labourer does in an alienated fasp-ion, at
the command of another, deriving therefore neither
pi<ofit nor benefit to himself from it, the artist does, in
comparative autonomy. '" ,

If we now ask whether social determination under-

stood in this third way is or is not compatible with free- .
dom and the other values of expression, the answer must,
Me"in the detail that the specific .pattern of explanation
exhibits. In the case where thepfocesses 'Of mqdes of

labour are. the intervening factor, we perhaps already
have enough of the detail to work out an answer: given,
that is, we can accept a, particular view of freedom and
"Self-consciou~pess.A further point, however, would also
seem worth makin g in connexion with this third in-

, ,'"

terpretatiort of social determination: and that is that the
determination now occurs on an extremely high level of
generality or abstractness. \ The link between art and
society is in the broadest terms. This may further suggest
that the determination cannot be readily identified with
constraint or necessity.

f

63 .
<.

The conclusion, toward which the argument of the pre-
ceding four sections has been moving, might be put by
saying that art is essentially historical. With this in mind,
we might now return for the last time to the bricoleur
problem, and see what light this throws tipon it.
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One point immediately suggests itself. And that is,
when we consider the question asked Qf any particular

. stuff pr process, Why is this an accredited vehicle of art?,
we need to distinguish between two stages at which it
might be raised, and accordingly between two ways in
which it might be answered. In its primary occurrence
we must imagine the. question raised in a context in
which there are as yet no arts, but to the consideration of
which we perhaps bring to bear certain very general prin-
ciples of art (such as those specified in section 47)..In its
secondary occurrence the question is raised in a context
in which certain arts are already going concerns. It will
be apparent that, when the question is raised in this
second way, the answer it receives will in very large part
be determined.by the analogies and the disanalogies that
we can "constructbetween the existing arts and the art in
question. In other words, the question will benefit from
the comparatively rich context in which it is asked. It is,
for instance, in this way that the question, Is the film an
art? is currently discussed.

Last time I considered the question I argued that it

gained in force or significance as the context was en-
riched. We can now see that the enrichment of the con-
text is a historical matter. In consequence the question, as
part of a serious or interesting inquiry, belongs to the
later or more developed phases, not to the earlier phases,
a fortiori not to the origin, of art. Yet it is paradoxically
enough in connexion with the beginnings of art that it is
generally raised. . . ..

64

'This', someone might exclaim, 'is more like aesthetics',
contrasting the immediately preceding discussion with
the dry and pedantic arguments centring around the
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logical or ontological status of works of art that occupied
the opening sections. Such a sentiment, though com-
prehensible enough, would be misguided. For it is not
only from a philosophical point of view that it is necess-
ary to get these matters as right as possible. Within art
itself there is a constant preoccupation with, and in art
that is distinctively eaily or distinctively late much em-
phasis upon, the kind of thing that a work of art is. Criti-
cal categories or concepts as diverse as magic, irony,
ambiguity, illusion, paradox, arbitrariness, are intended
to catch just this aspect of art. (And it is here perhaps that
we have an explanation of the phenomenon recorded in
section I I that a painting which was not a representation

\ of Empty Space could yet properly be entitled 'Empty
iiiSpace'. For the title of this picture would be explained by

reference to the reference that the picture itself makes to
painting.)

It needs, however, at this stage to be pointed out that
the arguments in the opening sections are less conclusive
than perhaps they appeared to be. Certainly some con-
ventional arguments to the effect that (certain) works are
not (are not identical with) physical objects were dis-
posed of. But it could be wrong to think that it follows
from this that (certain) works of art are (are identical
with) physical objects. The difficulty here lies in the
highly elusive notion of 'identity', the analysis of which
belongs to the more intricate part of general phil-
osophy.

65

It will be observed that in this essay next to nothing has
been said about the subject that dominates much con-
temporary aesthetics: that of the evaluation of art, and its
logical character. This omission is deliberate.
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om~t;nded in an l'Ullqualified way. I can enumerate the"",'

'Yorks that 1 have found most valuable or supgestive:/hey
~re K,mt's C,ritiqye of J!!.flgment'/)theintroduction to Hegel's
Philosophy of ,Fine Art, Alain's Systeme des Beaux-Arts,
};rnst Gombri~i1's Art and Illusion and '~Meditations on a
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!been deeplx influen~ed by the thought of Freud and Witt-~ ~ ~
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jUdged bythe high standards that th~y themselv~s impose,
disappointing. .

Most contemporary; writing onaesthetjcs takes the form
,of articles. In ~iting "these articles I employ th:~ following
abbreviations: Yij.

'.,
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Aesthetics and Language, ed. .Wqliam

Elton (Oxford, 1954)
,Aesthetics T;o-day, ed. Morns Philipson

(Cleveland and New York, 1961)
Philosophy Looks at the Arts, ed. ]. Mar-

golis (New York, 1962) .j
Collected Papers on Aesthetics, ed. Cyril

Barrett, S.]..(Oxford, 1965)
Aesthetic Inquiry: EsS{lYs in Art Criticism

and the Philosophy of Art, ed. Monroe
C. Beardsley and Hubert M. Schneller
(Belmont, Calif., 1967)

American Philosophical Quarterly
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~
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Philipson
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Amer. Phil. Q.
B.f.A.
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Journal of Philosophy
Proceedingsof the Aristotelian Society
Proceedings of the. Aristotelian Society,

Supplementary Volume
Philosophy and Phenomenological

Research
Philosophical Quarterly
Philosophical Review
Psychological Review

].A.A.C.
J. Phil.
P.A.S.

PhjJ.and Phen.
P.A.S.Supp.Vol.

Res.
Phil. Q.
Phil. Rev
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Sections 2-3

For traditional treatments of the question, see .~.g. Plato, Re-

public, Book X; Leo Tolstoy, What is Art?, ~rans. Aylmer
Maude (Oxford, 1930); Benedetto Croce, Aesthetic, 2nd ed.,
trans. Douglas Ainslie (London, 1922); Roger Fry, Vision and
Design (London, 1924); Ernst Cassirer, ;4n Essay on Man
(New Haven, 1944); Jacques Maritain, Creative Intuition in
Art and Poetry (New York, 1953). >;. .

For the sceptical view, see Morris Weitz, Philosophy of the
Arts (Cambridge, Mass., 1950), and 'The Role of Theory in
Aesthetics', ].A.A.C., Vol. XV (September 1957),pp. 27-35,
reprinted in Margolis and in Beardsley; Paul Ziff, 'The Task
of Defining a Work of Art', Phil. Rev.~ Vol. LXII (January
1953), pp. 58-78; W. B. Gallie, 'Essentially Contested Con-
cepts', P.A.S.,Vol. LVI (1955-6),pp. 167-98,and 'Art as Essen-
tially Contested Concept', Phil. Q., Vol..VI (April 1956),pp.
97-114; C. 1. Stevenson, 'On "What Is a Poem?"', Phil. Rev.,
Vol. LXVI (July 1957), pp. 329-60. This approach lar.gely
derives from Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Inves-
tigations, ed. G. E. M. Anscombe (Oxford, 1953), e.g., pars.
65-7, and The Blue and Brown Books (Oxford, 1958),
passim.

For a criticism of the extreme sceptical view, see e.g. J.
Margolis, The Language of Art and Art Criticism (Detroit,
1965),Chap. 3; Michael Podro, 'The Arts and Recent English

f
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Philosophy', Jahrbuch fUr Asthetik und Allgemeine Kunst-
wissenschaft, Band9 (1964),pp. 216-26.

Sections 6-8

There isa voluminous contemporary literature on the onto-
logical status of the work of art, which is reviewed -in R.
Hoffmann, 'Conjectures and Refutations on the Ontological
Status of the Work of Art', Mind, Vol. LXXI,(October 1962),
pp. 5I2-20. More generally, see e.g. Bernard Bosanquet,
Three Lectures on Aesthetics (London, 1915), Chap. II; C. 1.
Lewis, An Analysis of Knowledge and Valutltion (La Salle,
IlL, 1946), Chaps. 14-15; J.-P. Sartre, The Psychology of Im-
agination, ,trans. anon. (New York, 1948), Part IV; Margaret
Macdonald, 'Art and Imagination', PAS., Vol. LIII (1952-3),
'pp:' 205-26; Mikel Dufrenne, Phenomenologie de
]'l;xperience Esthhique (Paris, 1953); Jeanne Wacker, 'Par-
ticular Works of Art', Mind, Vol. LXIX (April 1960), pp.
223-33, reprinted in Barrett; J. Margolis, The Language of Art
and Art Criticism (Detroit, 1965), Chap. IV; P. F. Strawson,
'Aesthetic Appraisal and Works of Art', The Oxford Review
Woo3 (Michaelmas 1966), pp. 5""'13.

Sections Il-I3

On the alleged incompatibility between the physical and the
representational properties of a work of art, see Samuel
Alexander, Beauty and Other Forms of Value (London, 1933),
Chap. III; and Susanne Langer, Feeling and Form (New York,
1953). For criticism of this view, see Paul Ziff, 'Art and the
"Object of Art" " Mind, Vol. LX (October 1951), pp. 466-80,
reprinted in Elton. .

A sophisticated variant of the view, which nevertheless
retains the notion of illusion I is to be found in E. H. Gom-
brich, Art and Illusion (London, 1960). On Gombrich, see
Rudolf Arnheim's review of Art and Illusion in Art Bulletin,
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Vbl. XLIV (March 1962),pp. 75~, reprinted in his Towards a
PsycH'ology of Art (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1966); and
Richard Wollheim, 'Art and Illusion', 13.J.A.~Vol.JII (January
1963), pp. '15-37.

On representation more generally, see J.-P. Sartre, The,,"
Psychology of Imagination, trans. anon. (New. York, 1948);
Vincent Tomas, 'Aesthetic Vision', Phil. Rev., Vol. LXVIII
(January 1959),pp. 52-67; MauriceMerIeau~Ponty,I.'CEilet
I'Esprlt (faris, i964); Richard Wollheim, On Dr~wing all
Object '(Londbn, 1965-); and Nelson Goodman " Languages of.,

Art (Indianapolis and New York, 1968).
it
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Sections 15-19

For the first view of expression, see Eugen~{Veron, Aesthe"t-
ics, trans. W. H. Armstrong (London, 1879). Veron deeply
influenceQ. Leo Tolstoy, Whauis Art?, trans. Aylmer Maude
(Oxford, 1930). A latter-day version of this view occurs in
Harold Rosenberg, The Tradhion of the N"ew (New York,
1959).

For a criticism 'of this view, see Susanne Langer, Phil-

osophy in a New Key (Cambridge, Mass., 1942), Chap. VII,
where a distinction is made between a 'symptomatic' and 'a
'semantic' reference to feeling; and Monroe Beardsley, Aes-

thetics (New York, 1958). See also Paul Hindemith, A Com-
poser's World (Cambridge, Mass., 1952).

For the second view of expression, see 1. A. Ricpards,
Principles of Literary Criticism (London, 1925).

For a criticism of this view, see W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, and
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rMonroe Beardsley, 'The Affective Fallacy', Sewanee Review,
tVII (Winter 1949),"pp. 458-88, reprinted in'W. K. Wimsatt,
Jr, The yerbal Icon (Lexington, Ky., 1954).

A composite view is to be found in,.e.g. Curt]. Ducasse,
The Philosophy of'Art(New York, 1929)'"' ,

On expression more generally, see John Dewey, Art as Ex-
perience (N~w York, 1934);Rudolph Arnh~jm, Art and .visual
Perception (Berkeley and Los Angeles~"I954), Chap. X" and
'The G,estalt Theory ofvExpression', Psych. Review, Vol. 56
(May 1949), pp. 156-72, reprinted in his Towards a
,Psychology of Art (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1966); Ludwig
Wittgens\~in, ,Philosophica~.Investigations, el G. E. !'1M.
Ansf=ombe (Qxford, 1953); Richard Wollheim, 'Expression
and E)(pressi~riisIn" Revue In~il'nationplede Philosophie, 18
(~964), pp., 27°;;;89,!:,and""Expression',Royal Institute of 'philo-"
sophy Lectures 1966-1967, Vol. I:~ The Humall Agent (~onc
don, 1967), Chap. XIII, pp. 227-44; Nelson ~Goodman,
banguages of Art (Indianapolis and New York~,1968);and,Guy
Sir.<::ello,Mind and Art (Princeton, N.J., 197~).

~~~2~ .
:For the Ideal theory, see~Benedetto Croce, Aesthetic, 2nd

edn, trans. Douglas Ainslie (London, 1922); and R. G.
Collingwood, The Principles' of Art (London, 1938). In
his later writings Croce considerably diverged from the theory
here attributed to him.

For criticism of the theory, see W. B. Gallie, 'The Function

of Philosophical Aesthetics', Mind, V;ol LVII. (1948), pp.
302-21, reprinted in Elton.

On the importance of the medium, see Samuel Alexander,
Art and the Material (Manchester, 1925), reprinted in his
Philosophical and Literary Pieces (London, 1939); John
Dewey, Art, as Experience (New York, 1934); Edward Bul-
lough, Aesthetics, ed. Elizabeth M. Wilkinson (Stanford,
1957); and Stuart Hampshire, Feeling and Expression
(London, 1960).
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The defence of the Ideal theory in terms of 'conceived'
versus 'physical' medium is to be found in John Hospers,
'The Croce-Collingwood Theory of Art', Philosophy, Vol.
XXXI (October 1956),pp. 291-308.

On images, see Alain, Systeme des Beaux-Arts (Paris, 1926),
Livre I; J.-P. Sartre, The Psychology of Imagjnation, trans.
anon. (New York, 1948);and Hideko Ishiguro, 'Imagination',
British Analytical Philosophy, ed. Alan Montefiore and Ber-
nard Williams (London, 1966).'

Section 24

For the Presentational theory, see e.g. D. W. Prall, Aesthetic
Analysis (New York, 1936); S. C. Pepper, The Basis of Criti-
cism in the Arts (Cambridge, Mass., 1945), Supplementary
Essay, and The Work of Art (Bloomington, Ind., 1955),Chap.
I; Harold Osborne, Theory of Beauty (London, 1952); and
Monroe Beardsley, Aesthetics (New York, 1958).

A special variant of the theory is to be found in Susanne
Langer, Feeling and Form (New York, 1953),and Problems in
Art (New York, 1957).

Section 25

On the 'music of poetry', see A. C. Bradley, 'Poetry for
Poetry's Sake', in Oxford Lectures on Poetry (London 1909);
1.A. Richards, Practical Criticism (London, 1929); Cleanth
Brooks and Robert Penn Warren, Understanding Poetry, rev.
ed. (New York, 1950),Chap. III; Northrop Frye, Anatomy of
Criticism (Princeton, 1957); T. S.Eliot, 'Music of Poetry', in
On Poetry and Poets (London, 1957).

Section 26

For the Shaftesbury-Lessing Theory, see Shaftesbury,
Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times (1714),
Chap. I; G. W. E. Lessing, Laocoon (1766), Chaps. 2, 3, 24 and
25.
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On the depiction of movement, see also Alain, Systeme des
Beaux-Arts (Paris, 1926); Rudolf Amheim, Art and Visual
Perception (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1954),Chap. VIII, and
'Perceptual and Aesthetic Aspects of the Movement Re-
sponse', Journal of Personality, Vol. 19 (1950-51),pp. 265-81
(with bibliog.), reprinted in his Towards a Psychology of Art
(Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1966); and E.H. Gombrich,
'Moment and Movement in Art', Journal of the Warburg and
Courtauld Institutes, Vol. 27 (1964), pp. 293-306 (with
bibliog.).

Section 27

For the theory of 'tactile values', s,ee Bernhard Berenson,
Florentine Painters of the Renaissance (New York, 1896).

The origins of the theory are to be' found in the writings of
Adolf V0nHildebrand, Robert Vischer and Theodor Lipps.
'For the weaker version of the theory,' see Heinrich

Wolfflin, ClassicArt, trans. Peter and Linda Murray (London,
1952), and Principles of Art History. trans. M. D. Hottinger
(New York, 1932). .

See also Ludwig Wittgenstein, The Blue and Brown Books,
ed. G. E. M. Anscombe (Oxford, 1958),pp. 9-11.

Sections 28-31

For Gombrich's account of expression, see E.H. Gombrich,
Art and Illusion (London, 1960), Chap. XI, and Meditations
on a Hobby Horse (London, 1963). See also Richard Woll-
heim, 'Expression and Expressionism', Revue Internationale
de Philosophie, 18 (1964),pp. 270-89, and Preface to Adrian
Stokes, The Invitation in Art (Londom,1965).

On the iconicity or 'immanence" of works of art, see
George Santayana, The Sense of Beauty (New York, 1896);
Carroll C. Pratt, Meaning in Music (New York, 1931);
Samuel Alexander, Beauty and Other Forms of Value
(London, 1933);Morris Weitz, PhilosophY'of the Arts (Cam-
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bridge, Mass., 1950); and Ernst Cassirer, Philosophy of Syrn~
bolic Forms, trans. Ralph Manheim (New Haven, I953-Z).

Attempts to give this account a more rfgpr°\t,~ formulation
are to be found in Susanne Langer, Philosophy in a New Key
(Cambridge, Mass., 1942), and Feeling land Form (New York,
I953);~and G. W. Morris,' 'Esthetics and the Theory of Signs',
Journal of Unified Science, 8 (1939), pp. '13-50. Both.Morris
and Langer are criticized (by C. L. Stevenson) in Language,
Thought and 0ulture, ed. P. Henle (Ann Arbor, 1958), Chap'.
8. See "also Richard Rudner, 'On Semiotic Aesthetics',

J.A.A~C., Vol. X (September 1951), pp. 67-'77, reprinted in
Beardsley. On Langer, see Ernst Nagel's review of Philosophy

in a New KfY, ]. Phil., Vol. XL (IO JuneiI943), pp.323--9,
reprinted as ~A Theory of Symbolic Form'; in his Logi/'\:Yith-
out Metaphysics (Glencoe, Ill.:" 1956); Arthur "Szathmaryr'
'Symbolic and Aesthetic Exp~ession in Painting', J.A.i.e.,
Vol. Xm (SkPtember 1954), pp. "'86-96; and P. Welsh, ,'Dis-
cursive and Presentatipna'l Symbols', Min1, Vol. LXIV (April
1955), pp. 181-'99. On Morris, see B'enbow Ritchie)' 'Th~
Formal Structure of the Aesthetic Object', ].A.A.C., Vol. lIt
,,(April 1943), pp.5-I5; and Isabel P.!Creed, 'Iconic Signs and
ExpressiveneSs', J.A.A.C, Vol. III' (April I943),Pp.I5-2T. '
Morris withdrew from the view that'art can be distinguished

by reference to a special class of, sign in Signs, Language and
Behavior (New York, 1946).

The distinction between symbol and icon as kinds of sig:p.
goes back to Chaifles S. Peirce, Collected Papers (Cambridge,
Mass., 1931-5), Vol. II, Book II, Chap. 3.

On the notion of style, see Heinrich Wolfflin, Principles of
Art History, trans. M. D. HottiJ).ger (New York, 1932), and
Classic Art, trans. Peter and Linda Murray (London, 1952).
More generally, see Meyer Schapiro, 'Style', in Anthropology
To-day, ed. A. L. Kroeber (Chicago, 1953), reprinted in Phil-
ipson; James S. Ackerman, 'Style', in James S. Ackerman and,
Rl1Ys Carpenter, Art and Archaeology, (London, 1963). See
also Paul Frankl, Das System der Kunstwissenschaft (Leipzig,
1938), and The Gothic (Princeton, N.J., 1960).
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Section 32

For tne argument against genres or aesthetic categories, see
'Ben,edetto Croce, Aesthetic, 2nd ed., trans. Douglas Ainslie
(London, 1922), Chaps. I2 and 15, and Breviary of Aesthe&,
trans: Douglas Ainslie (Houston, Texas, 1915). The issues are
,reviewed in Rene Wellek and Austin Warren, Theory of

J!itera~lf,re(New York, .1949),Chap. 1Z' ~

iFqr the argument that would connect genre-classification
and the criteria of evaluation, see Harold Osborne, Aesthetics

~' , ~ ~

,,(ing Criticism (London,~i955).,
For the defence of genr,e-c,

riticism, see Northrop Frye, Th,., e.! "
-A'natomY ,of .Criticism(Princeton, 1957). See also William

:;Empson, Som~",Version$ of. Pastoral (London, 1935); apd
'R.Q5; Crane, Tfle""banguHgeso~ Cr{t{~ism and the Structur;,? of
:P'\f!try (Toronto, ~953).A most interesting discussIon, is to be
~urid"in KenaaH L. Walton, 'Categories 8fArt';,p'hil,itev.;,Vol.
LXXIX (July 1970),PP. 334-67.

FOJl~the'lliinsistenceon thehP~rtic~larity of a work ~f art, see
,.e.g;, Stuart Hampshire, 'Logic and Appreciation', World

IIIl,ReView (1953), reprintecl in Elton. 1/" '1:
,jr

,Section 33. ,,;

~Fot' the view that knowledge of the problem to which the
work of art is a solution is essential to a~sthetic under-
standing, see Erwin, Panofsky~ 'The History ;f Art as a Hu-
planisilc Discipline', in hi~ Meaning in the V,isual Arts (New
York, 1955). Also Ernst-Gombrich; The Story of Art (London,
I950);~ and Arnold Hauser, The Philosophy of Art History
(London, 1959).

For critieism of this, see Edgar Wind, 'Zur Systematik der
I).i.instlerischen Probleme', Zeitschrift Wr Aesthetik und
allgemeine Kunstwissenschaft, Vol. XVIII (1925), pp. 438-86;
and a much publicized article by Monroe Beardsley
and W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, 'The Intentional F.allacy', Sewanee
,Review, LIV (Summer 1946), pp. 468-88, reprinted in
W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, The Verbal Icon (Lexington, Ky., 1954)
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and also in Margolis. The discussion is taken up in e.g. Isabel
~Hungerland, 'The Concept of Intention in Art .criticism',
]. Phil., Vol. LII (New York, 1955), pp. 733-42; F. Cioffi, 'Inten-
tion and Interpretation in Criticism', P.AS, Vol. LXIV
(1963-4), pp. 85-106, reprinted in Barrett; John Kemp, 'The
Work of ArJ and the Artist's Intentions:! B.].A., Vol. IV
(April 1964) pp. 146-54, and Anthony cSavile,'The Place of In-
tention in the Concept of Art', P.AS, V;pl. LXIX (1968--9),pp.
101-::-21:

Sections 35-6

On types and tokens, see Charles Sanders Peirce, Collected
Papers (Cambridge, Mass., 1931-5), Vol. IV, pars. 537 ff.

See also Margaret Macdonald, 'Some Distinctive Features
of tl1e Arguments Used in Criticism of the Arts', P.A.S, Supp.
Vol. XXIII (1949), pp. 183--94, reprinted in a revised form in
Elton; R. Rudner, 'The Ontological Status of the Aesthetic ,

Object', Phil. and Phen. Res., Vo~.X (March 1950), pp. 380-88;
C. L. Stevenson, 'On "What Is a Poem?" " Phil. Rev~, Vol.

LXVI (July 1957), pp. 329-60; J. Margolis, The Language of
Art and Art Criticism (Detroit, 1965); P. F. Strawson, 'Aes-
thetic Appraisal and Works of Art', The Oxford Review No.
3 (Michaelmas 1966), pp. 5-13.

Sections 37-9

On interpretation, see Paul Valery, 'Reflections on Art',
printed in' his Collected W'orks, trans. Ralph Manheim
(London, 1964), Vol. XIII.

See also William Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity
(London, 1930); Ernst Kris and Abraham Kaplan, 'Aesthetic
Ambiguity', in Ernest Kris, Psychoanalytic Explorations in
Art (New York, 1952).

On the eliminability of interpretation, see Susanne Langer,
Feeling and Form (New York, 1953). This view is criticized in
Jeanne Wacker, 'Particular Works of Art', Mind, Vol. LXIX
(1960), pp. 223-33, reprinted in Barrett.

For the distinction between interpretation and description,

180

An Essay

see' Morris Weitz, Hamlet cmd the Philosophy of Literary
(Criticism (Chicago, 1964); Charles L. Stevenson, 'On the
"Analysi~' of a Work of Art', Phil. Rev., Vol. LXVII(January
I958), PP. 33-51, and 'On the Reasons that can be given for
the Interpretation of a Poem', printed in Margolis;
W. K..Wimsatt, Jr, 'What to say about a Poem', in,.his Hate-
ful Contraries (Lexington, Ky., 1965); and the 2ontributions

, 'by Monroe Beardsley and" Stuart Hampshire to Art and Phil-
osophy, ed. Sidney Hook (New York, 1966).

~or the suggestion that the two kinds of interpre!ation are
ielated, see Margaret Macdonald, 'Some Distinctive Features
of kguments used in Criticism of the Arts', P.A.5.Supp. Vol.
XXIII (1949), pp. 183-94, reprinted (in a revised form) in
Elton; and J. Margolis, The funguage of Art and Art Criti-
cism ~Detroit, 1965). .

I'
j

Sections 40-42

)The thesis th,at art may be defined in terms of our attitude
towards it, or 'the aesthetic consciousness', is most clearly
formulated in Edward Bullough, Aesthetics, ed. Elizabeth M.
Wilkinson (Stanford, ~957). The forerunners of this approach
are Immanuel Kant, Critique of Judgment, trans.
J. c. Meredith (Oxford, 1928);and Arthur Schopenhauer, The
World as Will and Idea, trans. R.B.Haldane and J.Kemp.
(London, 1883).

For'more recent discussions, see H. S. Langfeld, The Aes-
thetic Attitude (New York, 1920); J. O.Urmson, 'What
Makes a Situation Aesthetic', P.A.S.Supp. Vol. XXXI (1957),
pp. 75-92, reprinted in Margolis, which attempts a linguistic
formulation of the thesis; and F. E. Sparshott, The Structure
of Aesthetics (Toronto, 1963).
,See also Virgil C. Aldrich, Philosophy of Art (Englewood

Cliffs, N.J., 1963), which defines art in terms of a special
mode of perception; and Stanley Cavell, 'The Avoidance of
:Love:a Reading of King Lear', in his Must We Mean What

, We Say?(ijew York, 1969).
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An interesting development; of. this approach from "a
phenomenological point of view is ~to be found in ,Mikel
Dufrenne, Pht'in'omenologie de l~Experience Esthetique
(Paris, 1953).

For a criticism of this approach, see George Dickie, 'The
Myth of the Aesthetic Attitude', Amer. Phil. Q., t'(January
1964),pp. 54-65; and Marshall Cohen 'Aesthetic Essence', in
Philosophy in America, ed. Max Black (New Yorkt,1965). '

u"Forthe view that all objects can be seen aesthetically, see -,
e.g. Stuart Hampshire, 'Logic and Appreciation', in World
Review (19,52),reprinted in Elton.~t Paul Valery, 'Man and
the Sea Shell', in his Collected Works, trans. Ralph Manheim
(London, 1964),Vol. XIII. j ,

:1:

Section 43
i!b.'

See John Dewey, Art as Experience (New York, 1934).For an
extreme or crude version of the view t11atlife and art are
distinct, see Clive Bell,Arth(London, 1914).Such an' approach
is (rather ambiguously) cri~icized in I, A Richards, Prin-
ciples of Literary Criticism (Lqndon;"I925).

Section 44

On the concept of art in primit1ve society, see Yrjo Him, The
Origins of Art (London, 1900); Franz Boas, ,Primitive Art

, (Oslo, 1927); Ruth Bunzel, 'Art', in General Anthropology, ed.
Franz Boas (New York, 1938); E.R. Leach, 'Aesthetics', in
The Institutions of Primitive Society, ed. E. E. Evans-
Pritchard (Oxford, 1956);Margaret Mead, James B. Bird and
Hans Himmelheber, Technique and Personality (New York,
1963);and Claude Levi-Strauss,The SavageMind, trans. anon:
(London, 1966). See also Andre Malraux, The Voices of
Silence, trans. Stuart Gilbert (London, 1954).

On the modern concept of art,' see P. O. Kristeller, 'The
Modern System of the Arts: A Study in the History of Aes-
thetics', Journal of tile History of Ideas, Vol. XII (October
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1951),pp. 496-'-527,and Vol. XIII (January 1952),pp. 17-46.
Cf. W. Tatarkiewicz, 'The Classification of the Arts in Anti-
quity', Jpurnal of the History of Ideas, Vol. XXIV (April
1963),pp. 231-40; and Meyer Schapiro, 'On the Aesthetic At-
titude in Romanesque Art', in Art and Thought: Issued in

Honour pf Dr AnandG K. Coomaraswamy, ed. K. Bharatha
Iyer (London, 1947).

Section 45

For the notion of form of life, see Ludwig Wittgenstein,

Philosophical Investigations (Oxford, 1953).
For the analogy between art and language, see John

Dewey, Art as Experience (New York, 1934. ); Andre Malraux,
I

The Voices of Silence, trans. Stuart Gilbert (London, 1954);
E. H. Gombrich, Art and Illusion (London, 1960); and
Maurice Merleau-Ponty, 'Indirect Language and the Voices I

of Silence', in his Signs, trans. Richard C. McCleary
(Evanston, IlL, 1964).

For the reciprocity between artist and spectator, which is
the' theme of much of this essay, see Alain, Systeme des
Beaux-Arts (Paris, 1926); John Dewey, Art as Experience
(New York, 1934); also (surprisingly enough) R. G. Colling-
wood, The Principles of Art (London, 1938); and Mikel
Dufrenne, Phenomenologie de I'Experience Esthetique (Paris,
1953). Many of the crucial insights are to be found in
G. W. F.Hegel, Philosophy of Fine Art: Introduction, trans.
Bernard Bosanquet (London, 1886).

Section 46

For the idea of an artistic impulse, see e.g. Samuel Alexander,
Art and Instinct (Oxford, 1927),reprinted in his Philosophi-
cal and Literary Pieces (London, 1939);and Btienne Souriau,
L'Avenir de I'Esthetique (Paris, 1929).

A nineteenth-century version of this. approach took the
form of tracing art to a play-impulse. This approach, which
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