4 EVA SCHAPER (1924-1992)

therefore disposes of 1s the belief that Kant, as a harbinger of abstract formal- ,
ism, rated wallpaper patterns more highly aesthetically than great works of
art. ,
The volume, Pleasure, Preference and Value: Studies in Philosophical Af’sr/wn(s,
edited by Eva Schaper and published by Cambridge U.nivcrsity Press in 1983,
grew out of the meetings held by the Thysscn—Fotu1dat1on~sponsorcq group of
philosophers when it turned its attention to acsthetics. The Yolumc 1s 1.11& rL“st’—
ing for what sophisticated analytic philosophers can do\‘thh acsthetics. hv(i
Schaper’s own contribution, “The Pleasures of Tastc’, ()Hcrs;an zlfcc)qnt of'tluh
acsthetic judgement which includes animpresstve 2)(‘C()U-llt of the “antimony (?f
taste’ and an acute characterization of the distinction between Hume's
approach to the topic of acsthetic judgement and K;m-t's“ -
The Spring 1985 number of this journal was a special issuc to celebrate the
occasion of Flarold Osborne’s cighticth birthday. Eva offered a paper,
“Towards the Aesthetic: A Journey with Friedrich Schiller’, in which SllC'er‘\«V
a distinction between a ‘pure’ and an alternative tradition i}l alcstllgtlcs, a
distinction which I, and my students, find illuminating and usctul, pnrtlct.ﬂ;\rly
at this time when what the subject-matter of acsthetics is supposed to be is the
subject of intense debate. ] y
Many of us have cause to be grateful to Tiva Schaper for acts of persona
kindness but also for the intcllectual enrichment which she brought to'our
lives. Tn her death we have as individuals and as a Society lost a good friend

and a wisc philosopher.
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THE NATURE AND LIMITS OF

ANALYTIC AESTHETICS
Lars-Olof Ahlberg

INTRODUCTION

Tue pxvresstoN ‘analytic aestheties” elicits two  questions: “What  does
“analytic” mean in this case?” and ‘What is ncsthctics?/Sim‘c the nature of
analytic acsthetics is the main topic of my paper, T will content myself with a
few introductory remarks about the scope of the term ‘acsthetics”. There seem
to be, roughly speaking, two main usages of the term prevalent in the artworld
today. In the wide sense of the term, “acsthetics” refers to all theoretical study
of the arts; in a narrower usage, ‘aesthetics’ is used synonymously with ‘philo-
sophy of art’. The Journal of Acsthetics and Art Criticism, For example, which has
a pronounced philosophical and analytic profile, uses the term “acsthetics’ in
the wide sense At includes *all studics of the arts and related types of experience
from a philosophic, scientific, or other theorerical standpoint, including those
of psychology, sociology, anthropology, cultural history, art criticism, and
cduc;ltion'.y

Many philosophers, on the other hand, tend to identify acsthetics with the
philosophy of art.<T'o take a recent example, Anne Sheppard has entitled her
troduction to the philosophy of art, Aesthetics: An Introduction to the Philo-
sophy of Art (1987); and Joseph Margolis speaks in the introduction to his
anthology Philosophy Looks ar the Arts (1987) of ‘the philosophy of art—or
acsthetics”.? 1 think it is preferable to distinguish between aesthetics and the
philosopliy of art and not to use the expressions “acsthetics” and ‘philosophy of
art’ synonymously. According to this view the philosophy of art, or
philosophical acsthetics, belongs to the wider field acsthetics but is not iden-
tical with it.

Since many of the writers T wish to discuss use ‘aesthetics” and ‘philosophy
of art’ synonymously, I will, for the sake of convenience, conform to their
usage although 1 believe one should make a distinction between aesthetics and
the philosophy of art.

My paper divides into two parts: in the tirst part [ shall discuss the nature of
analytic philosophy; the second part is devoted to two recent discussions of the
nature of analytic acsthetics.
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CONCEPTIONS OF PHILOSOPHY

Since analytical acsthetics, or analytical philosophy of.art, is a for_m (-)fzmalytl—
cal philosophy, the answer to the question what analytical acs-thctlcs is depends
on how we characterize analytical philosophy. There 1s, however, no
unanimity about the naturc of analytical philosophy, nor of course abouAt thAc
nature of philosophy. All these concepts are philosophically Contr.()vcrsml; 1t
would therefore be a mistake to regard them as innocuous labels. Teis of course
casy to give a stipulative defiition of these terms, but that would be beside the
point here. .

A few years back, some students and teachers ()f p}'nlosophy at (,)xfo-rd,
dissatistied with analytic philosophy as it is practised in England ;'md Anerica,
decided to form a discussion group. The nature of amalytic philosophy was
naturally an important theme for them. Although they 1.nct rcgu]ilfly foyr (’lll‘(:‘t‘
years they were—as they write in the preface to their book The 1\('('(1.]0;/
Interpretation (1983)—unable to reach any consensus ;1boutj.ust what ;11.1;|1yt.1f211
philosophy is'."/’ghc lack of consensus was ccrtnml_y not owing to any inability
on their part to use the standard techniques of definitionyAhey were u.nnblc to
reach unanimity because the question about the nature of analytical philosophy
is itsclf a philosophical issuc,”” . . .

Since the problem of the nature of philosophy is itself a plnlosopln'cal prob-
Jem, different approaches, activitics and theories qualify or pass as ph1-](>soplly.
Consider, for example, Quine’s remarks about the status of p-hllosophy:
‘Philosophy enjoys less firmness and conclusiveness than astrophysics, 50 that
there is some lack of professional consensus as to what cven qunlmcs_ as
responsible philosophy/(l'hc astrologer’s counterpart in »hiliosophy' can an(‘)‘y
a professional standing such as the astrologer cannot.”} Qu.mc obviously dis~
tinguishes between rational science and irrational pscudo—scjlf‘ncc fmd seems to
think that an analogous distinction between rational scientific philosophy and
irrational pscudo-scientific philosophy can be drawn, altho.ugh, ;lppan'cn‘dy
irrational and pscudo-scientitic philosophy often passes for philosophy. I think
Quine underestimates the significance of this lack of consensus. T would also
take exception to his view that thereisa scientific philosophy that can .ncatly be
distinguished from pscudo-scientitic philosophy. Indeed the very idea of a
scientific philosophy scems to me deeply problcmntic/- o .

One way of characterizing a philosophical trend or tradition 1s to Contrast 1t
with a different trend or tradition. The French philosopher Pascal Engel, in thg:
article ‘Continental Insularity: Contemporary French Analytical Plnl.osophy
(1987), describes the differences berween analytical philosophy, concceived as a
tradition and an attitude, and contemporary French philosophy as follows:

Analytical philosophers believe that philosophy like .scicncc is a c0n‘11-11fm
enterprise, and that therefore philosophical theses are discussable and criticiz-
able. Sccondly, analytical philosophers are convinced that there can be prog-
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ress in philosophy, although not in the same sense as in science. The third
{ characreristic of analytical philosophy is, according to Engel, the belief that
{ philosophy can and should be conducted as a professional and specialized
| discipline. In sum, onc can make worthwhile contributions to philosophy
without being a genius. These beliefs and attitudes which resemble what rather
looscly could be called ‘the academic and scientific attitude’, Engel regards as
‘rationalistic” in a wide sense. Not all analytical philosophers share this ration-
alistic attitude, but most of them accept it as a regulative idea, Engel claims.” In
contemporary French philosophy the dominant attitudes towards philosophy
are very different. They are often, Engel says, ‘the very reverse of the analyti-
cal ;\ttitudc'.%’hilosophy 15 viewed as a solitary enterprise; sccondly there is
the conviction that progress in philosophy is impossible, since philosophy
resembles literature more than science, ‘and the use of argument is more a
matter of rhetoric and cloquence than a matter of logic and truth’, as he puts
it.” And finally there is the belief, that [t]here can only be geniuses in philo-
sophy, glants ofthnught’.%f' this latrer attitude is as widespread as Engel says
it 1s, many French philosophers have reason to worry. A consequence of these
attitudes 15 that French phitosophers think that ‘it is better to have a great
number of coutused ideas than to have a small number of clear ideas’,” as Engel
puts it a lietle nmlici()usly./’/

This characterization is obviously not exhaustive or very exact. It might
even be chought, as Engel himself realizes, that he has given a malevolent
caricature of French philosnphy//\ltl]ough he admits that ‘the expression of
those beliefs 1s far more subtle and sophisticated’, he insists that ‘{a}s a matter
of fact, many prominent French philosophers have held such belicfs quite
literally, and far from being ashamed of them, they are quite proud of these
opimions, which are for them the expression of their passionate fight against
what they take to be the tyranny of reason itself”.' Be that as it may, the
general picture he draws of the philosophical climate in France is, as far as I can
sce, not entirely oftf the mark. He gives a vivid picture of the difference in
atmospheric pressure between the traditions of analytical philosophy and
French philosophy./

The rationalistic ateitude in a wide sense implies an openness to criticism and
a willingness to revise once’s opinions and theories in the face of justified
criticisn. This attitude coupled with the convietion that the construction of a
philosophical system s very risky, if not altogether impossible, accounts
partly for the analytical philosophers’ predilection for piecencal analyses. In
conscquence the philosophical paper or essay has become the analytical genre
par excellence. In the world of analytical philosophy the journals play as import-
ant a role as book-length studics.

Critics of analytical philosophy often claim that the rationalistic attitude
characteristic of analytical philosophy precludes philosophical visions and
creative thinking. Analytical philosophers are consequently preoccupied with
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trivialitics and pseudo-problems. The Polish— American philosoph%‘r chfyk
Skolimowski, for example, who has been converted from ;nmlymca-l Phll(\—
sophy to something he calls ‘cco-philosophy’, a mctaphy'sicaﬂy fmd rchgl(‘w%xsly
grounded worldview, miaintains that ‘[plresent analytical plnl()sopl?y is an
;mbodimcnt of the positivist cthos, whichis based on the cult of technique and
the avoidance of problems™." Skolimowski thinks that the problems con-,
temporary analytical philosophy concerns itself \\'1t.11 suclvx s the pmbluﬂ]T of
‘sense’ and ‘reference’, were once real and interesting. With Frege, Russcll,
Lesnicwski and Tarski, however, ‘the creative aspects of the probl‘m’n have
been explored and exhausted’, he says.'? Skollimowski taku.‘s, [ tl],llll,{i m
unduly narrow view of analytical philosophy. Fo.anl sermantics and analysis
based on the caleulus conception of language 1s just one trend, albeit an
influcntial one, in contemporary ;\n;l\ytiml phil(’)sophy. .
Respect for clarity and consistency do not preclude visioln;lry ;md- rlxctorl‘cal
power, as is shown in the work of philosophers such as Wittgenstem, A}lstlll,
Quine and Popper, or Goodman, Wollbeim and Danto. It could lvc‘olycatcd
that Wittgenstein 1s not a typical analytical plnloso‘phcr or that .hc 15 nAof an
analytical philosopher at all. The problems and questions with wlnch.lu,‘ strug-
oled in both his carly and his late philosophy stem from the ;\n;l.lytlcal tll'll.dl—
Lion. Morcover, Wittgenstein’s thinking is closer to the analytical tradition
than to any other contemporary movement. A |
Respect for logic and arguiment and the high \';1luc"s‘ct on clarity are Pulmfpix
the most general features of analytical philosophy. The very possibility of a
philosophy based on these attitudes or principles is dcl.ncd by many ion—
temporary philosophers and theorists uutstdc.thc.;1nzllyltu:;ll' tr;uAhtu'm. (',01‘1-—
sider, for example, the following résumdé of Gianni Vattimo's thinking given

by his English translator:

[NJikilisi attacks rationality wherever it is encountered, whether in science,
A L Ve e ertirelv i o
philosophy or art, since the concepts of ‘reason’ and “truth’ are Lntndyﬂnft«irl
dependent in the radition of Western metaphysical thought. The project of nihit-
jsm is to unmask all systems of reason as systems of persuasion, and to sh(;\\vv t{hnt“
ogi is of rati ‘taphysic —1is in fact only a kind of
logic—~the very basis of rational metaphysical thought—is in fac y

R
rhetoric.

Vattimo, who is regarded by some as one of the most important post—modcrm
ist thinkers, opposes his own so called ‘weak thought’ to metaphysical
thinking. o . .

The view that philosophy as a rational enterprise is impossible today is
widespread among post-modernist theorists. This belietis usuullly based on the
conviction that philosophy proper is and remains metaphysics. AI'IC? since
metaphysical and foundational thinking has lost all credibility and legitimacy,

philosophy is impossible, according to this conception.
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Here 1s an example of this attitude to philosophy and philosophizing. The
tradition of philosophy 1s clased, declares the French philosopher Philippe
Lacouc-Labarthe. He asserts that,

after the thests of being, in which philosophizing has its essence, had irreversibly
become a thesis on being as thesis, all the theses which succeeded it . . . have been
engulfed in the will to a thesis in which has more and more clearly manifested itself
the impossibility of any thests other than the thesis, thus condemning the will to
desire nothing other than its own thesis. "

Not surprisingly Lacouc-Labarthe arrives at the conclusion that ‘[plhilosophy
is finished/tinite (La philosophic cst finie); its limit 1s uncrosssable’; chat means,
he says, that “we can no longer—and we can only —do philosophy, possessing
as we do no other fanguage and having not the slightest notion of what
“thinking” might mean outside of “philosophizing™ ' If philosophy in some
sense 18 impossible it has apparently been so for a long time, since Lacoue-
Labarthe claims that ‘Flusserl's [work is] in spite of—or rather because of—its
claim to be a “science™, doubtless .. L not, properly speaking, a philosophy™.*¢
What is and what 1s not a philosophy according to this writer is not casy to
determine; in any case T am sure all analytical philosophy, since it cannot be
said co concern itself with being as thesis, however conceived, would not be
regarded as philosophy. Those who think that philosophy is impossible and
proclaim the end of philosophy think that philosophy worthy of the name
must be systematic and mct;lphysimli/

This presupposition comes out clearly in Fredrie Jameson’s thoughts on
what he calls ‘contemporary theory’. Jameson thinks that the dissolution of
previousty unguestioned boundarics and taxonomics is manifest not only in
the arts but also in the ficld of theory. In his artide ‘Postmodernism and
Consumer Society’ (1983) Jameson is primarily concerned with the nature of
the so-called ‘postmodern condition” and the role of thcory./A generation
ago’, he says, ‘there was still a technical discourse of professional philosophy

. alongside which one could still distinguish that quite different discourse of
the other academic disciplines—of political science, for example, or sociology !
or literary criticism’."” Things have changed, he maintains, and today “we havcg
a kind of writing simply called “theory™ which 1s all or none of those things at |
once”™ This new kind of theoretical discourse "is becoming widespread and ;
marks the end of philosophy as such’, Jameson concludes.™

If we are to believe Jameson, most if not all, social and human sciences as
well as philosophy, have merged into so-called “theoretical discourse™. Tt is of
course true that there are “discourses” that consciously attempt to transcend the
customary and partly conventional barriers between various intellectual disci-
plines. These discourses can indeed be seen as manifestations of post-modern-
ism. But Jameson’s beliet that this is a dominant or even a widespread

tendency is mistaken. What is true of some humanitics deparanents in
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Amecrica and some British literature departments is certainly not truc of all
universitics in Western and Eastern Europe. Morcover, Jameson is guilty of a
curious cquivocation when he speaks of “the end of philosophy’. For the
technical discourses of professional philosophy include according to him “the
great systems of Sartre or the phenomenologists, the work of Wittgenstein or
analytical or common language philosophy’." When he claims that the new
theoretical discourse ‘marks the end of philosophy as such” he obviously thinks
that ‘the great systems of Sarere”, cte., are philosophy as such—a quite indefen-
sible view. There is no philosophy as such and when Jameson implics that
there is no analytical philosophy any more, this is wishful thinking on his part.

Because of these fundamental misconceptions and confusions about both the
nature of analytical philosophy and the philosophical situation at large a fruit-
ful exchange or even a confrontation with the proponents of this new theoreti-
cal discourse is difficult, if not impossible. Equally indefensible is the view
expressed by the Amcrican deconstructionist literary theorist Hillis Miller that
1i)t’s a manifest fact thata great deal of the real philosophy that’s been taught
recently has been taught out of Philosophy departments’.”! In view of this it 1s
easy to understand why recent anthologies in the theory of literature, claiming
to cover contemporary work and contemporary positions in the theory of
literature, do not contain any contributions from analytical acstheticians and
philosophers of literature.2® This also explains why there is so little exchange
between literary theorists and analytical acstheticians. As a final example of the
lack of communication between continentally inspired ‘theory” and analytical
acsthetics 1 quote the characterization of acsthetics given by David Carroll in
his book Paraesthetics (1987). He asserts that ‘acsthetics implics the establish-
ment of a theory of art and literature or the application of a general theory to
the arca of art”.? The objectives of much analytical acsthetics have in fact been
the very opposite to this.

In a number of articles Richard Shusterman discusses post-structuralist and
deconstructionist theory and tries to find some common ground between the
concerns of analytical acsthetics and deconstruction. To my knowledege there

as bee SSPONSC + other side.™
has been no response from the other side.

THE NATURE OF ANALYTIC AESTHETICS
The remainder of my paper centres on two publications, whose theme is the
nature and limits of analytic acsthetics. They arc the collection of cssays,
Analytic Acsthetics (1989), edited by Shusterman, and the book, Analytische
Philosophic der Kunst (Analytic Philosophy of Art) (1988), by the German
philosopher Karlheinz Liidcking.®

The question Shusterman attempts to answer is whether there is “a distine-
tive analytic movement, method, or even style in acsthetics’.” Shusterman
thinks, not surprisingly, that we can legitimately speak of “analytic acsthetics’
although it 1s not so casy to say what it is. One reason for this difficulty is that
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‘it remains a developing and valued tradition of thought, and as such its very
nature ... will be essentially contested’.?” One might say that characterizing
analytic acsthetics is not a purely deseriptive task; there is anormative aspect to
it as well.

Shusterman singles out no less than ten traits he regards as characteristic of
analytic acsthetics. He first reminds us that ‘analytic acsthetics is a consequence

of the twentieth-century analytic approach to philosophy introduced by
Moore u?]d Russell’, adding that ‘[p]robably all analytic philosophers would
agree with Russell’s clabm that analysis rather than the construction of
philosophical systems is the major aim of philosophy”.?* If the conception of
philos()phy as analysis implies that philosophy is exclusively a sccond-order
.dlscip]inc consisting of logical and conceptual analysis of first-order discourse
in science, morals, cte., Shusterman’s characterization of Russell and Moore is
somewhat misleading. The constructive strain in both Moore and Russell is
quite strong,.

Russell was probably the first to speak of logical analysis as the method of
philosophy, but method s one thing, and what you do \\"ith it another. In The
I’-mb/('m:: of Philosophy (1y12) Russcll wrote that *{t]he knowledge [philosophy|
aims at 1s the kind of knowledge which gives unity and system to the body of
the sciences’.?” ' ’ '

Although both Russell and Moore were critical of traditional metaphysics
fmd npnlyticnl philosophy generally speaking is hostile to metaphysical tililll\’:
ing, it 1s not unrcasonable to construe some explicitly anti-metaphysical
philosoplli('n] projects as metaphysical in nature. Hilary I)Llltllﬂnl, for cxm'nplc
points out that the “attempts by Frege, Russell, Carnap, and the carly \Vittgcnl
..thin {which] were called “attacks on metaphysics™, ... were ;\m(mlq the most
ingenious, profound, and technically brilliant constructions of Ina"mphvsicnl
systems ever achieved”. Y’ Nevertheless, it is true that analytic acsthetics ({cvcl—
oped in opposition to speculative philosophics of art, in particular to the
idealist acsthetics of Croce and Collingwood. Tt is also true that the notion of
acsthetics as a sccond-order discipline was of paramount importance to pion-
cers of analytic acsthetics such as Beardsley and \Vcitz./

Shusterman says that ‘[anti-essentialism about art and the quest for clarity
(especially through close concern with language) are perhaps the most com-
mon and distinctive features of analytic acsthetics™ ! A similar view is expres-

ised in Anita Silvers’s contribution to the discussion on the nature of analytic

zu\&:t‘lwtics.52 Lideking goes even further. He takes, wrongly in my opinion

anti-essentialism to be one of the definitional criteria of analytic acsthctic/
Traditional acsthetics is cssentialist, says Liidcking: its principal aim is to
.clucidatc the nature of art and of the acsthetic cxpcricncc/ﬁsscntialists believe
in the possibility and desirability of general theories and definitions stating the
necessary and jointly sufficient properties of the phenomena under invcsktiqa—
tion. “Although anti-essentiali &

m has been  widespread among  analytic
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acstheticigng, 1 don’t think anti-essentialism should be regarded as a defining

Litdeking chooses Harold Osborne and Monroe C. Beardsley as representa-
tives of lu‘«iilimml acsthetics and consequently he considers them to be n»on—
analytic .u".xtl1ctici;1115/§hustcrm;m, who scems to take a similar stand, realizes
of course that Beardsley cannot be described as an anti-essentialist in the sense
that term has acquired in the philosophy of art. Flc admits that tl%c(u'dslcy oo
might sceim an exception to this’, that is, to the thesis that analytic acsthetcians
are anti-cssentialists, and he also says that "Danto .. seems to cmbrnc}c SOme
sort of’ cx.wnti;\lisnf.'%ftwo of the most well-known analytic ;wsthctlcmns‘nrAc
not anti-essentialists, analytical aesthetics cannot be anti-essentialist l.)y dchmi
tion/élm\lvrm;m should not have accepted anti-essentialisim as a C.I'l‘tcl‘l()l) of
analvtic acsthetios A here are as a mateer of fact several other acsthetteians Fh;l}l
those already referred to, who reject anti—essentialisn, but who in spite n‘t t-lns
cannot be da“sn‘ribcd as non-analytic. Mary Mothersill, for example, explicitly
rejects w it she calls the anti-essentialism of the santi-theorists”, M but her work
is analyvie i anything is. -

There are orave difficultics in analysing analytical philosophy and a f()rn()Arx
analytical .n‘;;hctics in terms of common doctrines or theses. Some nnﬁalyt{(
philosophers are realists about knowledge, others espouse some kind f)t anti-
realisin, 1 here are relativists as well as anti-relativists in the theory of know-
ledge. Tu the philosophy of science both methodological m(.mism ;}nd plll.l'zll—
ism have their defonders. In moral philosophy the variety of docmAncs
espoused by analytic philosophers is equally great: thcrc‘ are the Cl;.\ssw;\l
CIMOIVISTS, ihc prescriptivists and the t:ogniti\'ists.llnlm;lgsghctlg.'s“thcrc are inten-
cll,

' ‘ i ] ical ¢ inments and attitudes r analytic
spite ot the diversity of theoretical commitments and attitudes among y

aticintentionalists, formalists as well as anti-tormalists. In

tionalists as

philosophers, there could, of coursce, still be a common denominator uniing
all analy tieal philosophers and acstheticians, although this common clement
could not be found at the level of theories and doctrines. The methods used
and a certam phitosophical style might be the common clements we are look-
ing tlw/

Whatey er analvtic acsthetics is, it is analysis of some kind, and the purpose
of analysis s to ’;lClliCV(.‘ clarity. Shusterman goes on o distinguish between
two Kinds of conceptual analysis in acsthetics. In constructive analysis the
objective s to reshape vague and ambiguous concc}?ts‘ and to I'CC(.?K]StI'LIQ‘t thrcﬂm.‘
The toremaost representative of this brand of analysis is Nelson (xoodmzmj The
sccond torm of analysis wants to be faithful to the actual use of concepts in the
acsthete ticld and nims at a clarificatory overview. Rather than 1mpro?'c oul:
concepts, the goal is to clarify through description. Th.c scc_(mq kind of
analysis could be called “descriptive” and ‘pragmatic’. Morris Weitz is perhaps
the best Known practitioner of this approach. o

Most analytic acstheticians share the quest for clarity and the belict that the
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methods of coneepeual and linguistic analysis will achieve this end. But what is
Cl;lrity;/ﬁl 1954 Nelson Goodman wrote that ‘in the absence of any convenient
and reliable criterion of what is clear, the individual thinker can only search his
philosophic conscience”. ™ And consider what the American acesthetician
Arnold Isenberg said in the programmatic article ‘Analytical Philosophy and
the Study of Art’, published in 19s50: ‘[N]obody has a clear idea of what an
analysis 1s".%/He further claimed that ‘[e]very feature of the [analytic] method
has become controversial’™,

In particular 1t 1s not clear what the object of a
philosophical analysis is. Is it, Isenberg asks, words, thoughts, meanings,
Judgements or propositions: Many other questions could be asked about the

objects and objectives of analvsis. It is, howcever, quite evident that the lack of

consensus regarding the goals and methods of philosophical analysis 1s as great
today as ever. A conscquence of this is that many methods and techniques that
differ considerably trom one another are all rightly called ‘analytic’,

I'bave already said that Lideking's criteria of analytic aesthetics lead to the
absurdity of regarding Osborne and Beardsley as non-analytic acstheticians.
Beardsley's Aesthietics: Problens in the Philosophy of Criticisu (1958) is one of the
first sustained cfforts, on the part of an analytic philosopher, to cover
systematically  philosophical problems in the arts and like Osborne, who
served as editor of The British Josrnal of Aesthetics from 1960 to 1977, he

pursued the analysis of art and the acsthetic in the spirit of the classical tradition

of analytic philosophy. Géran Flermerén’s view that analytic acsthetics consists
of 'several broad contemporary traditions, drawing inspiration from as diverse
sources as Husserl, Frege, Russell, Moore, Wittgenstein, Austin and others,
mncluding Beardsley, Goodman, Sibley and Weitz seems to me reasonable. |
also agree that Beardsley and Weitz are among the ‘main figures in this tradi-
tion”, ™ the eradition of analytic acsthetics.

According to Lideking analytic acstheticians, in addition to being anti-
essentialists, believe that the concept of art is a purcly descriptive concept, or
rather that there s a descriptive use of the term ‘art” which it is the task of the
acsthetician to analyse and describe. No analytic aesthetician can, according to
him, both be an anti-cssentialist and also believe that the concept of art is
primarily an evaluative concept. Yet there are philosophers who have thought
s0, and they cannot be regarded as other than analytical acstheticians. In the
essay Are Bad Works of Art “Works of Art”?" (1973) Cyril Barrett defends
the view that the conept of art is basically an evaluative concept and so does W.
B. Gallic in his paper *Art as an Essentially Contested Coneept’ (1956).* Gallie
maintains that the history of the concept of art ‘discloses a growing recog-
nition of the fact that the word “art” is most uscfully employed, not as a
descriptive term standing  for certain indicatable properties, but as an
appraisive term accrediting a certain kind of achicvenent’. !

Liideking arrives at the conclusion that analytic philosophy of art, in wish-
ing to analyse a purely descriptive concept of art, has sct itsclf a task that
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cannot be solved. He criticizes Morris Weitz for turning ‘the respectable
maxim that philosophers should come up with a purcly dcscnptn"? theory of
the concept of art” into the quite different maxim that they should ‘formulate a
theory of a purely descriptive concept of art’.* .

If there is no purely descriptive concept of art and no Purcly dcsawalvc use
of the term ‘art’, then of course the programme is in for troublc, ‘u.dt.‘kmg
thinks that Weitz has given an analysis of the concept of art that is cmpirically
inadequate, since it is not the case that new works of art are deemed to be
works of art in virtue of family resemablances with works that alrcady are
works of art. On the contrary, the criteria for deciding whether somcthing is 2
work of art or not are evaluative according to Lideking. Tam attracted to tlns‘
view, but I certainly do not think that accepting it necessitates the rejection of
analvtical aesthetics as Lideking thinks/

It has been argued that the avoidance of evaluative issues and the conu"ntr;v
tion on the purely descriptive usce of the term “art’, if there isAsuch ause, 18 one
of the weaknesses of analytic :ws;thcrics/)t‘hcr complaints concern thc
abistorical character of analytic acsthetics as well as the neglect of the social
context of art.* These criticisms are justified to a certain extent, but | cn'nnot
see that the ‘isolationist’ character of much analytical writing on art 15 an
inberent trait in the analytic approach. An analytical theory, such as George
Dickic's institutional theory of art, seems, 1n fact, to demand that we take the
discussions of art occurring in the artworld seriously. . . .

According to Dickic something is an art work if it snti:s‘l'ws the follokwmg
conditions: It must be an artefact and it must have acquired ‘\thc conferred
status of candidate for appreciation’.™ This status can be conferred on any
objeet whatsocever by anyone who is a member of the ;\rtworltyl. As L"l'lthS ot
the institutional theory such as Terry Diffey and Richard Wollheim have

i i ion is something is accorded the status of art
stressed, the interesting question is why something is accorded the st ,

why something is a work of art 1f we try to answer thi.s qucstinﬁ, we must
investigate the evaluations prevalent at a certain moment i a certain corner of
the artworld. We will then perhaps discover that something bL:COﬂlCS a work
of art, and is accepted as a work of art by certain scctions of the artworld,
because the work is believed to have artistic value )
Dickie’s discussion of art is rather antiseptic, and the negleet of the rc;‘ll
artworld and its problems is obvious. His discussion of Marcel l)uchamp's
ready-mades is a case in point. Although Duchamp himself wrote ;Ib()uF his
ready-mades and also had interesting things to say about the f()xlcn'pt ot nrt,‘
Dickic does not pay any attention to his writings. Duchamp’s rcndy—mndci
have fascinated analytic acstheticians perhaps more than any other works- of
modern art because of the conceptual challenge they seem to prcscn.t. Very few
have shown any interest in the actual circumstances of the production of these
recady-mades. o .
It scems to me that interest in the question of defining art has diminished in
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recent years, although it has been at the centre of the discussion for the last two
decades. This may be a sign of change in attitude and perspective on the part of
analytic acstheticians. T'do not know if Richard Wollheim's treatise, Painting as
an Art (1987), will inspire others to do similar work, but his work is certainly
different from much previous work in the analytic tradition.

Acsthetics, construed as mcta-acsthetics is, as Nicholas Wolterstorff points
out, “to place it at a remove from the phenomena of art and the acsthetic’.*
The excessive interest in the anatomy of the concept of art is a result of this
conception and Wolterstorft, whose own writings are not notable for their wit
and humour, says with somc justice that *[f]or sheer boringness, the results of
these endeavors have fow peers”.? Boringness, however, is no crime and
certainly no criterion of falschood; think of sex manuals for example. The
Cambridge philosopher C. DL Broad said a long time ago, that acsthetics is
‘boring and ... largely bogus’ ™ If we compare Broad’s statement with
Wolterstorff's assessment, we might agree that there has been some progress.

The claritication of concepts remains an important task for the philosopher
of art, but clarity certainly is not cnough. T would like to think that clarity,
consistency and depth are not mutually exclusive. The best works of analytic

acsthetics exhibit these virtues, they increase our understanding of art and

enhance our appreciation of work

of art, and that, ;letgwr_‘:\‘ll

hould be the goal,

Lars-¢ )lnf‘/’\hlbvrg, Cultural Studics, Uppsala University, Tridgiardsgatan 18, S-753 09
Uppsala, Sweden.
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ART HISTORICAL VALUE
Alan H. Goldman

I

Born mrrarnvsicar and epistemological issues regarding aesthetic or artistic
value centre on the question of objectivity. Metaphysically minded aesthe-
ticians want to know the degree to which such value is a function of propertics
inherent i art works themselves, while epistemologists ask whether evalua-
tions of art works are a matter of pure subjective taste or whether there exist
grounds that might generate universal agreement among these evaluations.
These questions are related but distinet. Artistic value might reduce to or
supervene on relations among art works or between art works and other
phenomena without being relative to particular tastes of evaluating subjects. In
that case value would not be intrinsic to single works, but there might never-
theless be grounds for agreement in evaluations.

These questions arise inan acute way in regard to a particular kind of artistic
value, that which derives from the place of an art work in a historical sequence
or set of acsthetic traditions. There can be no doubt that some works are
valuable and highly regarded because they strongly influcnce the development
of a style, foreshadow much later developments in art, bring an existing
tradition or set of acsthetic ideals to its conclusion or ultimate fruition, or alter
the course of art history. Especially when a work is historically important
mainly because of its relation to later works, the question immediately arises
whether this importance could be determined by properties of the work itself,
whether the artists could claim credit for this value of their creations. But, as
we shall see, even acsthetic propertics that do not themscelves appear to consist
in or include historical relations, propertics such as grace or beauty, generate
similar questions when their ascriptions by knowledgeable critics change over
the course of time and in the face of later artistic developments.

Those philosophers who have addressed this topic recently tend to con-
cetve it in somewhat different terms. Arthur Danto conccives the issuc in
cpistemic terms, speaking of propertics of art works and events that can be
known only in retrospect (which he calls ‘narrative properties’).! Anita
Silvers thinks in metaphysical terms, claiming that value-relevant properties
of art works themselves change over time as later works are created. She uses
the example of Rubens’s figures, coarse at the tinme he painted them bue later
recognized as clegant, after acceptance of figures such as those of Picasso.

According to her, we cannot say that critics of Rubens’s time mistook
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