L
e,

anylsiia T,

HELEN KNIGHT

The Use of “Good” in
Aesthetic Judgments

H INTEND TO. SPEAR about “good” in such judgments as “Most of
. Cézanne's pictures are good,” "Howard's End is a good novel,” “This
is a good Alm." But the main points apply to "beautiful” as much as o
"good.” It is largely a matter of choosing different illustrations for the
same general point, and | have chosen “good™ in preflerence to “beauti-
EH: as 1 want to speak about works of art, and, in particular, about
pictures. On the whole we commend the works of man for their goodness
and the works of nature for their beauty. h

.H am raising a philosophic question. When we get into philosophic
difficulty about the use of “good” we are puziled by the difference be-
tween goodness and its criteria, the reasons for goodness—the difference,
for ,nxmﬁin, between “this is good” and “this object balances that”
“this line repeats that," “the placing of this figure brings out the
wm._._mwa_nm_.nm_ significance of the event.” We become interested in what
differentiates the use of "good™ from the use of expressions for its exiteria,
we become interested in its generality.

This is the problem, and I shall try to show that we can only get light
on it by considering the goodness-criteria relation. But this invalves a
um.ws__mnm:. denial. Many people have tried to solve their difficulty by
giving a naturalistic analysis of “good” or “beautiful” It is suggested,
for example, that when anyone says that a work of art is good he
means that he likes it, or that it satisfies a desire, or that it gives him 2
feeling of “objectified self-afhrmation.” But analysis throws nio light at
all on the goodness-criteria relation, and I shall try to show that no
analysis will give us what we want. We shall also see that all naturalistic
analyses misrepresent the situation in one way or another.

Reprinted [rom Proceedings of the Aritiotelian Sociely, Vol. XXXV (19356}
by courtesy ol the Editer of the Aristotelian Sociery.
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T will introduce my view by asking you to consider two different uses
of "good,” one of which is also a group of uses. There is the use ex-
emplified by "good tennis player,” “good knitter;,” "good Pekingese,”
“good piece of steak,” etc. We use “good” in these cases for what is
good of its kind, The goodness of these things depends on their satisfying
the criteria of goodness for things of their kind. So this use embraces a
group of specific uses. On the other hand, we have the general use ex-
emplifiedh in “"aesthetic experience is good,” “philosophic discussion is
good." We can bring out the contrast by comparing “philosophic dis
cussion is good” with “that was a good philosophic discussion,” we
should use quite different arguments to establish each of these statements.

These uses are different—but in what respects? Certainly not because
*good" occupies different positions in the sentence. It makes no dil-
ference to our meaning whether we say “that tennis player is good™ or
“that's a good tennis player.” Whereas we do get the difference when we
say “that discussion was good™ (as ordinarily used) and “discussion is
good” (but we might use "that discussion was good” to exemplily the
general use). The dillerence does not lie in the position of “goed,” nor
in another and far more important fact, For in each case we show the
meaning of “good" by considering its criteria—and by not giving an
analysis. There is, however, this difference. Whenever we gel a specific
“good” we can always use a certain type ol expression—"is a good
picture,” "is a good knitter,” “is a good Pekingese,” et and the words
“picture,” “knitter,” and “Pekingese” contribute to the meaning of the
sentence. But if we try to put the general “good"” into this form we can
only get "is a good thing”; and “is a good thing” means exactly the
same as “is good.” But I want in particular to notice another (though
related) difference. It is highly plausible to suppose that my desire for
aesthetic experience or philosophic discussion is the criterion for their
goodness in the general sense; and, indeed, that my desire for x is a
criterion for the goodness of x in this sense, whatever » may be. But it
is not plausible to suppose that any of my mental states is a criterion for
the goodness of Helen Wills' tennis. The contrast 1 am jpointing to is
this: On the one hand we get my desire as a criterion for the goodness
of everything that is good in the general sense. On the ather hand we
get a number of completely different sets of criteria—criteria for tennis,
for knitting, for Pekingese dogs, for pieces of steak, and so on. And this
is a point I want to emphasize when I class the “good” of aesthetic
judgments among the specific uses.

When we say “Céranne’s "Green Jar' is good,” we are not using “good”
in the general, but in one of the specific senses. It belongs to the group
exemplified by “good tennis playing” and “good Pekingese.” 1 shall try
to show that this is the natural view to take. And I shall try to say as
much as T can about what it involves. The main thing to consider is
the m.cc.m...m.._m.n_.rnlw relation. This is the central fact, and an&:u._&n
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Wn.n_nam_:q of “good.” On the other hand, we nusi also cousider ih
CHiteria specific to aesthetic goodness. 1 propese to discuss the goodne §
criteria relation in a relatively simple case, and conclude this :mn:ﬂmnﬂ__.
with some general observations about the use of “good.” But all this "
extremely difficult, and 1 know that the discussion is most inade :EH
I then hope to show that acsthetic goodness involves this HEEEM m_.:.
:.:.‘.... it may be asked, has the point been overlooked? This is :_uw SUT-
prising. The aesthetic stiuation is very complicated, and 1ts complicitions
have obscured the main structure of aesthetic reasoning. But if we see the
struclure In a simple case we may qmnom:mum-mﬂ in a more complicated
ane. And accordingly T lay great stress on the analogy.

Suppose 1 wm looking at a game ol tennis m:_n. say “'that’s a good
Euq,mr... 1l someone asks me “why?" or “what do you mean?" I answer
by pointing out [eatures of his playing. 1 say, for examjple, that his
E.Erﬂ are swift, that his placing is accurate, and point to the speed of
his footwork. In making these remarks 1 am showing that he satisfies
mrm criteria. 1 am indicating features of his playing that are criteria for
its goodness. And this is what my questioner expected. It is the only
| answer that any of us expects in our ordinary conversations. We give n__._hq
meaning by pointing out criterion-characters.

But suppose that my questioner wants a philosophic discussion, and
says that this answer neglects the generality of “good.” It is clear that
“he's a good player” is not equivalent to any one of the reasons sug-
gested above, nor 1o a group of such reasons. The mere fact of their being
reasons shows that they are not equivalent, as no proposition is a reason
for itsell. But it is also obvious that "he’s a good player” says in a
sense far less than “his aim js accurate,” and “she's a maﬁT._..m knitter’” says
far less than “her knitting is even.” But though “he's a good qunm:
says less than one reason, yet in a sense it stretches over all.

It is at this point that analysis crops up. Suppose we persist in asking
:w_..:, what do we mean when we say his playing is good? what are we
saying?” We no longer expect the normal answer. We want someane o
say: "l mean by ‘his playing is good’' that so.andso™ where “so-and-sa”
15 a sct of words that provides an analysis. But such an answer, if it
could be found, would not really satisfy us. For we want to understand
"_._n m.m:nwm::_. of “good,” and the key to this lics in the goodness-
criteria relaton. Thus at this point the question: what do we mean? is
misleading. For neither an enumeration of criteria nor an analysis will
give us what we want

But let us consider what analysis might be suggested. We shall find
the case of knitting quite instructive, for here I can see no candidate at
all. Tt is plain that there just are different criteria, evenness, speed, &
pacity to do intricate patterns etc. In the case ol tennis, someone
might suggest “his winning ability.” It would then be natural to retort:
“and what about style?” This is of course a criterion of goodness, though
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a steady and reliable player would be good without it. In winning

ability and style we have simply lound 1wo criteria of a very peneral

type. A player is good because ol his style and berause hie is able to win

Let us suppose we are looking at vwo stylish players, neither ol whom s

able to win., One of them, we can see, is uniikely to improve, in spite

of his style he is bad, Bui the other is promising. "Look: at his style,”

we say, “he is goot even though he cant win” These casts show s

something about the goodness-rriteria relation. Sivle is a criterien, but|
a player may be good without it: and a knitter may be good without
speec. On the other hand, a player may have style and not be good, a
knitter may be guick and not be good. And consider this: One player is
good because of his smashing service and speed of returns, another be-

cause of his carelul and unexpectedd placing of the ball, ancther because
of his smashing service and spectacular backhand strokes, anather be-
cause he never misses a ball. These variations are typical. We sometimes
get one set of criteria, sometimes another; and the sets overlap, providing
a number of different combinations. It is through considering such ex.
amples, and the more of them the beuter, that we get 1o know what the
goodness-criteria relation is like, It is not, however, just a maner of
collecting facts, but of seeing how elastic the relation is.

1 shall now attempt to sum up some general points that 1 think have
emerged about the use af “good,” and these contain as much a3 I can
say about its generality, We have seen that the meaning ol “goml™ iy
determined by criteria. And this is ta say: that the truth and falsity of
"he is a good soandso” depends on whether he possesses criterion
characters or not; and that the natural answer to the question, “\What
do you meani" lies in pointing out these characters. But, on the other
hand, “he is 2 good soandsa” is not equivalent to any proposition which
asserts the possession of a criterion-character, nor to a group of such
propositions. This lack of equivalence is marked by the use of "because”
which introduces the criterion propositions. A clear way of stating the
difference would be to give a great many cases in which goodness and
criterion propositions are dilferently used. For example: “he is good,
but his placing is not accurate™; “he is not good, bur has a smiashing
service’; “'he is good, his service is smashing and his returns are speedy™;
“he is good, he is steady and reliable, his service is not smashing, and lis
recurns are not speedy.”

On different occasions, as we have seen, we judge by different criteria—
“he i3 good because his service is smashing and his rewurns are speedy’;
“he is good because he is steady and reliable”” This is certainly not
ambiguity. There are not several meanings of “good” as there are two
meanings of “plain” or two meanings of “see” when we distinguish “'see-
ing a physical object” from “seeing a sense-datem.” The situwation, as 1
have tried to show, is totally different. But nonetheless 1 should like 1o
speak about variations in the meaning of “good,” to say that its meaning
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varies when we use different criteria. Some of the differences, T sugpes,
are striking enough to merit this description. 1 shall Taise the poine
later on in connection with aesthetic judgments.

Let us now see how the meaning of "good” in aesthetic judgments is
determined by its criteria, It will be uselul to look at a2 word like
“piquant.” Suppose¢ 1 say that a certain woman is beautiful, and some.
ane replies “Not beautiful, but piquant.” 1 am quite likely to accept
this correction; why? Because I sce that her features are piquant as
distinct from beautiful. And we might point out the marks ol piguancy.
We might say that her nose is retroussé, her chin pointed, her expression
vivacious. But in any case we can see that her piquancy depends on her
features or expression. And in distinguishing piquancy from beauty we
imaply that beauty depends on other features (though there may be over-
lapping).

This example is uselul because "piquant’ is the same kind of word
as "good.” But the range of criteria is narrower, and this makes its
dependence on them easier to see. "Good” is exactly the same kind of
word as "piquant” and "beautiful,” but its use is far wider. It is used
with this set of criteria and with that; and so on through an extremely
wide range of overlapping sets. On any one occasion it is used with one
set only, but on this occasion with this set, on that occasion with that,
and so on. This in a way drains it of meaning, it is empty as compared
with “piquant.” S0 we see the relation between “piquant” and its criteria
more readily, but with a little more attention we can see it just as
clearly in the case of “good.”

Suppose 1 say that Cézanne’s "Green Jar” is a good picture and some-
one asks me “why?” or “what do you mean?" 1 should answer by de-
scribing it. I should point out a number of facts about its organization,
for example: that apple is placed so that it exacdy balances the main
mass on the right; the lines of tablecloth, knife, and shadows repeat
each other; the diagonal of the knife counteracts the diagonals of the
shadows. All these objects, I might continue, are exceedingly solid and
the shadows exceedingly deep—each thing “is infallibly in its place.” 1
might point out a number of important problems that Cézanne has
solved; for example, that he combines a geometrical scheme with the
variety we get in natural appearances. And finally I might allude to the
profundity and gravity of the picture, In this descriprion 1 have pointed
out criterion-characters, the “Green Jar" is good because it possesses
them.

This is the type of reasoning that runs through critical writings. 1
shall give a few illustrations. Consider Reynolds' discussion of the prin-
cipal lights in 2 picture.! He praises the “Bacchus and Ariadne” of
Titian. The figure of Ariadne dressed in blue and the sea behind her
form 2 cold contrast to the mellow colours of the principal group. But
by giving Ariadne a red scarf and one of the Bacchante some blue
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drapery Titian prevents a division of the piclure into scparate sections.
On the other hand, Le Brun in "The Tent of Darius” mismanages the
light. The picture has a heavy air because the principal light falls en
Statira who is dressed in pale blue. Reynolds then gives the “Landscape
in Moonlight” by Rubens as an example of modilving natural ‘appear-
ance for the sake of harmony. On the one hand Rubens introduces more
colour contrast, and on the other hand modifies the natural brightness
of the moon. The natural brightness could only be preserved by making
everything else dark. Rembrandt in his “Man in Ayvmour™ preserves the
natural brightness of the armour, and as a result the picture is 100 black.
We get a similar type of criterion when Berenson praiscs Giotte {or
representing just those lines, these lights and shadows which convey
solidity,? and when Fry points out how Cézanne emphasizes just theose
aspeets of colour which convey plastic form.? We get guite another type
when Reynolds condemns Bernini's “David” for the meanness of irs
expression,t and Delacrdix points out that Millet’s peasants are a little
tao ambitious—this, he explains, is because Millet only reads the Bible.”

We find in these cases the same kind of reasoning as in discussions
about tennis—he is good because his returns are speedy, itis good because
the red scarl and blue drapery preserve the balance. And the question
“what do you mean by saying it's goods” provokes the same kind of
answer, "1 mean that the lines balance each other, that it ..EzE:?\
geometric structure with variety, that it s prolound.”

Let us now consider some cases in which I change my judgment. I
decide that a picture is bad. Then someone points out its construction,
and 1 see the picture in a new way, The figures had scemed a mere
haphazard collection. I now see a diagonal movement in which the figures
participate, and as 1 follow this movement the space recedes, giving a
strong impression of depth, And I reverse my judgment. What determines
the change? My perception of how the picture is constructed, my recog:
nition of a eriterioncharacter. Or take these cases. 1 helieve that the
“Death of Chatterton” and the “Last Goodbye" are good, the one
because of its dramatic presentation, the other because of its pathos. But
sameone convinees me that the one is theatrical and the other senti-
mental. And now I decide that these pictures are bad.

It is worth while to notice that my liking a picture is never a criterion
of its goodness. We never say “this picture is good because 1 like it I
fully admit that we value aesthetic experience because it includes enjoy-
mient. It is obvious that liking is important, but we must not mistake its
role. It is not a criterion. Nor is it true, as we may be inclined to think,
that we always like what we judge to be good, and dislike what we
judge to be bad. It is common to find indifference combined with ap-
proval—"I can’t s¢¢ anything in so-and-so, but I believe it's good." And
we also find liking combined with disapproval. I may have-a raste for
the sentimental, and like East Lynne, even if 1 know that East Lynne is
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sentimental, and that sentimentality is bad, Or I may like a novel be.
cause it dezls with a problem that intercsis me, and because 1 agree with
it5 views. But I may believe that its treatment of the problem is unsyited
to the novel form. And in both these cases I condemn the novels far the
very characters | like.

I have tried to show that the goodness of pictures depends on their
possession ol criterion-characters. We give reasons for goodness by point
ing them out. The judgment “this is good™ or “this js bad” depends on
their presence or absence, And this means that we understand the "good"
of aesthetic judgments by understanding the goodness-criteria relation,
Its meaning is determined by criterion-characters, but the proposition
“this is good” is not equivalent 10 uny criterion proposition. And there
are rules which determine the truih of the former in relation o the
truth of 1he Tatter.

And now a few last words about analysis. It is irrelevant 1o our prob.
lem because it tells us nothing about the goodness-criteria relation. I
believe we Lecome increasingly convineed of this the more we consider
this-relation, and that desive for analysis dwindles away. We have indeed
found a thivd alternative, previously overlooked. Our puzzle started when
we became convinged that “good " does not name an indefinable qualiry,
and we tried 1o remove the puzzle by defining "good” in naturalistic
terms. We now see that “good” may be indefinable and yet not stand for
an indefinable quality, and that it has significance even though in one
sense it stands for nothing.

We also see how naturalistic analyses distort the situation. Most of
them sclect a stare of mind such as our liking which is not even a
criterion of goodness. In looking for such an analysis we tend to look
for a mental state which constamly accompanies the judgment that a
wark of art is good or Leautiful, We are struck by some one or other
experience suel as liking, satisfaction of desire, increased vitality, and
analyse aesthetic judgments in terms of this experience. But let us sup-
pose that we do find a mental sate that constanly accompanies the
judgment that a werk of art is gaod or beautiful. What then? It will only
provide us with a psychological peneralization: whenever anyone judges
a work of art to be goad he always likes it or it always satisfies 5 desire, or
it always increases his viwality, It docs nar solve u_......._..u_.:.wumoc._:n problem
about the use ol “good.” .

11

There are many poinis to notice abour the criteria of zesthetic merir,
and many problems to consider. T am passing over many of these, but
certainly not because I think them of little imporiance. 1 shall fint give
examples 1o show the diversity of aesthetic aiteria, and then consider
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variations in the use of “good” to which this diversity Jeads ]I we look
at certain cases of disagreement from this point of view we shall be
inclined to interpret them as linguistic differences.

One picture 1s good for one sort of thing, and another lor something
quite different. We may praise a waler colour [or its translucency and an
oil Tar the thickness and richness of it impasto. We praise the brighiness
andd dlarity of an Impressionist painting, but do not condemn a Rem-
brandt for lacking these gualities. It is clear that we look for something
different in each case. We praise a Bouticelli for the poctry ol its theme
and a Degas for its realism. And how do we praise a realistic picture?
We say that the artist has caught the exact pose, the kind of thing one
might see at any moment. And the very banality of that pase (in the
case of Degas) is a merit. But we do not condemn Botticelli breause we
fail to meet his goddesses and nymphs as we walk through the sireet.
On the contrary, we praise him for imagination of the ideal. And we
praise him for his flowing rhythm, but do not condemn Byzantine art
for being rigid, nor Cézanne for being ponderous. Suppose we are con-
sidering the work of a colourist, a member, let us say, ol the Venetian
school. We praise it for subtle nuances of colour and for atmospheric
unity, the kind that obscures the' contour of things. We praise it for
richness of paint, for richness and vitality of effect. And i it fails in
these respects we condemn it. But of course we do not condemn a fresco
painting of the filieenth century because it has none of these qualities.
In this kind of painting we look for something quite different, for per-
fecuon in each part, for unity achieved by the balance of independent
whales, for E._:_u_:....m_.,__. in colour and thinness ol paing, for ns L:.;..;n and
dignified effect. .

These examples show that there ":.ﬁﬁn._ mu.an.\.m:unw alternative standards.
To a large extent these are set by the artist or schiool. An artist tries 1o
produce a certain effect, and his purpose is shaped by a number of
factors: the use of a certain medivm (oil, tempera etc)), interest in a
certain kind of appearance (sunlight, depth etc.), in a certain kind of
form (classical, baroque etc), in a certain kind of subject (the poetic,
the commonplace erc.). All these factors provide criteria. 1 do not say
that the artist's aim is our only ¢ritical measure, but it is extremely im-
portant and mainly responsible for the diversity of stamdards.

It is natural 1o suggest that we can classify criteria, or at least a great
many of them, under the headings of form and representation. This
classification is convenient and enlightening: But it may suggest mis-
leading ideas. We may think, for example, that we class all formal
criteria together because of a common property to which “[ormal”
tefers. But the class of [ormal properties s heterogeneous. We praise a
picture because the pares balance cach other, because the colours are
orchestrated, because the figures are solid, because the colours are bril-
liant. These are all formal criteria, bot we do not class them together

The Use of “Good” in Acsthelic Judginents

el



289 Helen Knight

because of a common property. Classification is important, but it d
not reduce the diversity of criteria. . -
1 now want to discuss the diversity he: linguisti i i
We have seen that hmmﬁmmq: HHHL jw“ H..muw o Gt

. good lor different reasons
Accordingly when we say “this picture is good” we are often judei :
by different eriteria. We can translate this into a statement m_.:”._E.mHh.w
guage: when we say "this picture is good” we are often using * nQ..._._._
with diflerent meanings. Only we must remember that ..moﬂ%: M no
ambiguous, and that the varations of meaning are distinctive. H

These variations occur very frequently. We have already seen one
reason for this; namely, that pictures are good by different criteria. Burt
Hr.n.ﬂn.m.,. another reason, that some people habitually judge by certain
jcriteria mqm not by others. It is a commonplace that some people always
_ﬁn:wm a picture for its form and others for its subject. Each set rnEEu:.ﬁ.
selects criteria from another group, and, as we shall see, there are other
cases. It may be a matter of ignorance. Without historical and technical
training we do not know what artists are aiming at, and accordingly
are gnorant of a great many criteria. But there is a far more curious
Feason. We refuse to use criteria of which we are well aware. And this
is by no ‘means uncommon. Suppose I say to someone that "After Office
Tr....:ﬂ._,u a good film, and he denies it. I then point out its competent
acting, 1ts slickness and smartness. He does not deny that it has these
mmu::ﬁ. but answers “that’s not goodness.” But there are many different
criteria of goodness in films and these are among them. His answer
amounts to saying “I don’t want to accept these criteria of goodness—I
n_o.: t want to use ‘good” in this way.” We also get more serious cases of
this refusal. Thus Delacroix complains of the “modern schools” who look
n:,nc_n;:. as an inferior and “earthy” aspect of painting, and exhort
artists to reject the technique of the colourist. Again what does this come
to? ,..Em don’t want to accept these criteria of goodness.” Even Reynolds
maintains that the highest art requires simplicity, in fact monotony of
nan:m. and must renounce the harmony of subtle nuances. This partly
nx_u_u_mm his depreciation of Tintoretto, Veronese and Rubens, And what
does his criticism come to? "I have decided to degrade these criteria,
and in consequence these artists only paint ‘ornamental’ picures.”

The point then is this. Either through ignorance or prejudice many
people habitually use " with certain meanings and not with others.
And when we lock at the matter in this light we see that a great deal
of aesthetic disagreement is linguistic. It is disagreement in the use of
mon.m Suppose that two people are looking at a picture by Picasso, the
kind in which we get abstract treatment of actual objects. One of them
says “this is good” and the other “this is bad.” The first is judging by its
form, and the other points scornfully to the representation (or lack of
:M.. The appropriate comment is, I suggest, “They are using ‘good’ with
different meanings.” And this also applies to the dispute about “After
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Office Hours.” But we need niot only consider such complete disagree-
ment. Delacroix, for example, places Rubens much higher than Reynaolds
places him, and this is partly because Delacroix Is willing, in [act
anxious, to accept colour eriteria at their full value.

It is important to notice that when people disagree in this way they
may completely agree about the nature of what they are discussing. The
ilmgoers may agree that “Aflter Office Hours” is competent in acting,
smart and slick. Reynolds fully agrees with Delacroix that Rubens excels
in colour technique. This agreement is significant, and fits in very hap.
pily with the linguistic explanation, Suppost, on the other hand, that
Reynolds was disputing Rubens' excellence as a colourist, This would be
a dispute of quite another kind. It would be a lactual dispute about
Rubens" techinique.

There are two more points 1 must raise before concluding. 1 shall
treat them both in a very sketchy manner, but cannot leave the subject
without indicating the lines along which my answer to them would run.

The first is concerned with comparative judgments, “This picture is

better than that" Such judgments are most profitable when we compare
pictures that resemble each other preuy closely, two water colours, two
Impressionist paintings, two Baroque paintings, etc. In such cases w
judge both pictures by the same criteria.

But what about the comparison of pictures which are good for dil-
ferent reasons? 1 believe that in seme cases this would be nonsensical. Tt
is nonsense to ask whether Raphael or Rembrande is the better artist,
whether rugged scenery is better than soft, or Gothic architecture beueer
than Norman. In these cases we can only state u prelerence for one or the
other. But we do make comparative judgments where the criteria ave
different. Raphael’s “School of Athens” is beuer than a water colour
by Crome or a cartoon by Max Beerbohm. But Crome and Beerbohm
were aiming at completely different ends from Raphael, and their pic-
tures may be perfect of their kind, The explanation of these comparative
judgments is, 1 believe, that some eriteria are higher than others. I
mean by this simply that when pictures excel by some criteria we say
they are better than if they excel by others. The criteria by which
Raphael excels, such as space, composition,
expressiveness, dignity, are among the very highest.

el
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The second question is closely connected, and has probably been =

provoked by many of my statements, What is the guarantee of a criterion?
What determines-the truth of “so-and-so is a criterion for goodness in
pictures”? The guarantee, I would answer, lies in it being used as 2
criterion. Organization of groups, space compesition, profundity, etc.
are criteria of goodness because they are used as such. But we must face
a difficulty. Who is it that uses them? It is true that some are in general
use. A large number of people would praise a picture for its profundity,
There is also the important fact that we olten use criteria without being
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able to name or distinguish them. But we must acknowled
are only used by critics, and not even by all of them;
criteria are not firmly fixed, like the points (at any o

ese. But it completely mistepresents the situation
fixed at all.

g2 that some
We must admj; thag
1e time) of a mu.m_nw_m.
o say n._..ﬁ_“ﬂ 4re hop

wnwru.ﬁm I should also point vut that the fixing of criteria is one thing,
and their use another. When we make aesthetic judgments we are using
criteria, and not talking about the circumstances in which they are
fixed. They are fixed by certain people who no doubt have their nnm_.SE
for prelerring some 1o others. Bur we do not refer to these Facs in gur
aesthetic judgments.

1 have been constantly harping in this paper an the judicial office

ol aesthetic judgments, and feel that I must supply an antdote, for |
have no desire to exalt this office. 1 believe, it is true, that the judgments
we make in pointing out criteria are the most profitable judgments 1o
make. But we need not make them with judicial intent. It is far better
to say "Cézanne was interested in this and that, we can find so-and-so in
his pictures.” The great thing is to discover what a work of art js like.
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Some Distinctive Features of
b.u,mmﬁmzﬂm Used in
Criticism of the Arts

-« - THE LoGICAL TyPE of value judgments affects the question whether
critical discussion is argument to prove true and false propositions. 1 shall
assume it to be generally agreed that value judgments are not simply
descriptions of physical or psychological fact. For the statement that an
object has certain physical qualities or an observer certain states is not an
evaluation. “This is good" does not say either “"This has certain obsery.
able qualities” or "I admire this" Nor shall I recapitlate the arguments
against the view that judgments of aesthetic value assert the presence in
an object of the non-natural quality “aesthetic goodness” or “beaury.”
Moreover, while those who affirm value judgments take favourable or un-
favourable attitudes to what is evaluated, value judgments seem to do
more than express personal attitudes, They are “objective” at least to the
extent that those who agree or disagree with them do so without neces.
sarily referring to any private feeling or sentiment. “I admir that Raphael
is a great painter but I do not like his work; it does not mave me." Such
a statement is not self-contradictory, and very often true If so, it is hard
to believe that “Raphael is a good painter” expresses a [avourahle ati-
tude which the speaker denies. To suppose that he is expressing the atti.
tude of no one in particular (if, indeed, this makes sense) i3 1o remove
the chief charm of the theory, “This is good" is estensibly similar to “rhis
is red."” If “good" does not name a simple quality like “red" then the sole
alternative, it has been supposed, is that it names a simple feeling in the
assertor. But "This is good™ also has the form of the impersonal verdict
"He is guilty” with which it may perhaps be more profitably compared.
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