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. AB S-TRACT .
o , BRI
This the51s is an attempt to apply eplstemology‘
to aesthetlcs. Its prlmary aim 1s to prov1de a general"
account of the worklngs of perceptlon 1n terms of whlch"

;\sense can best be made of the worklngs of aesthetlc fj'v'

- -
—

:perceptlon. The the51s 1s d1V1ded 1nto three chapters
"and a conclu51on, w1th the follow1ng contents.' .

' A Chapter 1 sets up the" problem It offers an
account of Frank Slbiey s theorles about aesthetlc taste
ooThe prlmary questlon A4S how 1t 15 p0551ble to diStlﬂgUlShf‘
the aesthetlc features of an’ aesthetlc obJect.»'Thef
duanswer offered 1s that 1t 1s p0551ble to percelve

"jaesthetlc features. Tpe questlon then becomes how 1t 1s

'h*p0551ble to percelve aesthet1c features, in. what senSe,

'.Jlf any, aesthet1c perceptlon dlffers from ordlnary eye-,3'

’slght and hearlng - REI

‘;‘} Chapter 2 prOV1des a general account of percebtion,
'hderlved from the eplstemlegy of Mlchael Polanyl, Wlth ~f'
fsome reference to theorles of perceptlon held by gestalt
fﬂpsychology ThlS account ultlmately descrlbes perceptlon _'
.;as the perceptlon of wholes, and 1t descrlbes the process.h}

jof perceptlon as ‘a gestalt formatlon process.wa

ivo



account of. aesthetlc perceptlon .could be erected It

W -

hapter 3 prov1des a foundatlon on which an
N

does this by suggestlng the llnes Wthh would have to- be;

taken to prov1de -an account of aesthetlc perceptlon ‘as’ a

process of format1on of aesthetlc gestalten.r It is an

"1nterest1ng 51de11ght of thlS chapter that it shows that B

the d1fference between aesthetlc perceptlon and non-
aesthetlc percept1on is not as great ‘as has commonly
been supposed | _ , » :

| The Conclu51on brlefly sketches out the relevahce

of thls acqount of aesthetlc perceptlon to three 1mportant_'~

-controver51es 1n aesthetlcs (l) The questlon of what

b

B constltutes the aesthetlc obJect (2) Isolatlonlsm

versus contextual1sm. (3) ObJect1V1ty versus subgect1v1ty.

~ T a o L &
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- INTRODUCTION

ThlS ‘thesis 1s an attempt to apply eplstemology

to aesthetics. 'More spec1f1ca11y, it 1s an attempt to

' glve an. account of perception 1n .terms of which- sense
'can be made of aesthetlc~percept10n>‘ -The tthlS.;tgelf

-is’divided into threeA y
TR

ts and a conclusion. By way

the contents of each. .
Chapter 1 sets up the problem.-‘In it, i'offer

an account of Frank Slbley s theorles about aesthetlc

taster Brlefly put, hls main p01nts are these~- C1) There

.. i1s a dlStlnCtlon between aesthet c and non aesthetlc

vfeatures. (2) Taste ‘is the ab111qy to percelve that an -

: aesthetlc obJect has aesthetlc feitures Not - only lS~
. . -

rtaste not.the ablllty to 1nfer the ex1stence of aesthetlc
‘fe;tures»frpm the ex1stence of non\aesthetlc features, |
but it.is not p0551ble to 1nfer the exdstence of aesthetlc‘
'featuresl}rcm tbat of non- aesthetlc features. (3) WhlleL'A
hthere is a relatlonshlp between aesthetlc and non-
aesthetlc features such that aesthetlc features depend

for thelr ex1stence ppon non-= aesthetlc features, the

: relatlgnshlp 1s.not'one‘of‘log1cal dependence.




I?or the most pvart, “though perhaps not without
slight‘modifications, I am in'agrcement with Sibley on
these points. My primary disagreement with Sibley 1is
that he fails to provide us Wlth any account of aesthetic
perceptmon. He maintains, after all, that we determine
the existence of aesthetic features by-mecans of aesthetic
perception. It is unfortunate, given the significance of

this clalm, that the only account offered of aesthetic
perceptlon is. that it is that perceptlon which enables us
to percelve the aesthetic features of* an aesthetic object.
He decllnes to say how we should be\able to do this.

" This is not merely inadequate. 1t is woefully circular.
What is}needed,to ena this circu1arity,and~sustaln'
Sibley's main points isvankaccount of the workings of
perceptioﬁ which will enable'us to make sense 5% aeSthetic
‘perceptlon. —Furthermore,'what is needed is an account of
iperceptlon Wthh will’ enable us to explaln why we cannot
1nfer the eX1stence of aesthetlc features from. theA ’

fex1stence of non- aesthetlc features.'

Perhaps ‘this 1s the place to make one thlng clear

’before any p0551b1e confus1on can come of it. What .
"SIbleY means--and what I mean-—here by aesthetlc features
1s those features of aesthetlc obJects wh1ch are per--‘ll
celvable. There are. also, of course, aesthetlc features

i Wthh are evaluatlve, and there are also aesthetic

'features which arevlnterpretlve.“ The.determination that
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an aesthetic object has fcutures‘nf these last two kinds
is, at least in pq;t, the result of: judgment. Tae account
here offeréd is notiintended to refer to such featuges as
the'e, but only to those aesthetic features which dre
sgnsory. In view of this reservétion,\it éhould be clear
that no attempt is here being made {b reduce aesthetic
evaluation or aesthetic integpretation to aesthetic ber—
ception. Though it 1is not impossible that a céherent
account Of.aesthetic perception might prove helpfulbin
.dealing with the issues of evéluation and interpretgtion
in aesthefics. | -
Chapter 2 brbvides an account of perception iﬁ

terms of which it becomes possible to make sense of
Uéesthétic.peréeption. "1 offer anAaccdunt of perception
derived from the epistemology .of Mich;el Polanyi, with
_some”referenée;to theories of percepfion held by gestélt
psychology. This leéds;me ultimateiy‘fo.deécribe per- '
ception as the pefééption7of_whbles, and to describe the
- . process of peréeption as~aAproce§s‘of géstalt fqrmafion;

For my purposes, the most important feature of this

account. is the point that in the formation of a perceptﬁal'

gestalt, one_significaht détermining’féctor is the;,’
contributionﬂmade‘by'the,perceivef,vthe'way iﬁ which~the
object is seen. The w;y ip.which‘thé,bbject is seen,
Which I>caLl»our mantier -of pefceiving;gis detérmined by -
all so;ts of_ihfluences;'physidlogicgl, psyéﬂ?lqgical,

o

(N3



Sociulngi.(?ul, ete., any or all of which contribute to -
the perceived whole. This account of perception has the
additional advantage of cﬁabli.np; us to explain why no .
perceived whole can ever be inferred from a list of 1its

parts, a necessary factor if we wish to preserve Jdne ot

‘the most significant featurgs of Sibley's account of

AN
taste. ’

Chapter 3 provides a foundatien on wﬁich'an
account of aesthetic perceptlon could4be ereeted. When
I began this thesis, I hoped myself to provide the |
complete account, rather than merely to dig the founda-
tiens. But I<ha;e found'it_neeessary to modify my claims.
It#preved”to\be beyond myvpowers adequately to character-
ize the aesthetic, at.least within the scope of "this
tﬂesis_. The’téason for my difficult?*sheuld beedme clear
in a moment. In the formatlon of a perceptual gestalt
the 51ngle most 1mgg[tant determanlng factor 1s the way
in which the obJect is percelved. It is because our
manner of perce1v1ng is aesthetlc that we perceive

anythlng aesthetlcally, Just as a non- aesthetlc manner

Aof perce1v1ng results in our perce1v1ng anythlng non—'

'"aesthetlcally. "So that to give a complete account of

aesthetlc perceptlon, a complete account‘of.the qesthetic
manner of perce1v1ng would have to be prov1ded It has

already been p01nted out thdt our manner. of perce1v1ng is

“Vdetermlned by 1nfluences of numerous kinds. The



characterizutions of the aesthetic apropos of emotional
factors, cul tural factors, etc. “Are multitudinous an
aesthet;cAlitefdture. Any attempt to prnVidc a complete
_1isting of such characterizations, let alone to argue
conclusively-for any group of them, would have requirced
another thesis, and a vast one u¥ that. [ have, there-
- :

fore, attempted only to suggestdfhc lines which would
have to be taken to provide an account of aesthetic
perception as a process of formation of aesthetic
gestalten: I thiﬂk; that I have shown that an account
of aesthetic perception along those lines 1is éhe account
«—-needed.

There is a sense, however, in which my modified
claim, far from being weakened, has been strengthened.
There has bee; a strong tendency for too iong among

.~ aestheticians to &egard aesthetic'perception as another
sense, almost completely isdlated'fgom ordihary eyesight,
hearing, etc. Polany1 s account of perceptlon shows us
that, on the contrary, both aesthetic perceptlon and
non-aesthetic perception are variations on the same theme
of pefception‘as a gestalt formation process: This 1is
nox to say there are no differences between thertwo, but
Jit is to say quite‘strongly_that they are nowhere near as
different ae theyvhave commonly been supposed to be. The

fact that the dlstlnctlon is not all that sharply

demarcated far from making it more ‘difficult to



charac tertse aesthetrc perveption, shontd, 1n the ln'l:\g
tun, make 1t tar sampler task.

Bestdes the above, chapter 8 constders, the
question of  why we are unable o anfen lhv‘a-xl'.(n'n{r- o
aesthetic teatures trom non-aesthetyo teatures, Not
only are we v}mhlml‘ to cope with that phenomenon, but we
are also enabled tuvg_xvg an account ot thd redatironship
of aesthetic features to aesthetic features,

.
Finally, chaptd®r 3 consitders the extent to which
. ‘
Frank Sipley would be likely to apree or disapree with
the account oftfered in this yhesis,

The Conclusion brietly sketches out the relevance
of this account of aesthetic perdeption to three mportant
contféversies in aesthetics. (1) The question ot what
constitutes the aesthetic object.  (2) Isolationism versus
Contextualism. (3) Objectivity versus subjectivity.
Aesthet?cians have d{splayod strong tendencres te run to
extremes when confronted with these 1ssues. It 15 perhaps
not the least advantage of this account that 1t suggests

possible middle-of-the-road positions with regard to cach

of these controversial 1ssues..
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| CHAPTER 1

f.k_,: To be%ln w1th it w1ll of course be necessafy to -
glve an accéunt of Frank Slbley s notlon of . taste.,~Thei
follow1ng account 1s taken prlmarlly from hlS artlcles
"Aestheth Concepts“ and "Aesthetlc and Non Aesthetlc,
l.w1th seme reference to "Colours" and "ObJect1v1ty in -
: e o

Aesthetlcs.

o

Central to Slbley s work 1n aesthetlcs is the

Uy

dlstlnctlon he draws  between aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc
}eatures of works of art, with. a correspondlng distinction
between aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc 1erms.‘ It 1s a broad
distinction Wthh Slbley flrst makes by means of examples
Qg;the sorts of judgments, terms,.and_features'lnvolved.
=’/Fdr.exanple,'judgmencs\aboutecclor, subject maﬁger,;sbund,d
rlﬂ/ Wbrding, etc; afe not orddnafily considered_tc.involye
aesthetic Judgment. Slmllanﬂy,‘colors, notes,- etc. ajye
ordlnarlly con51dered not to be aesthetlc features,'nor
is red nor Eb necessarlly an’ aesthetlc term On the
other hand, the judgment that somethlng is graceful
(‘ dainty,.garish or balanced is an aesthetlc judgment.
Simifarly, grace, balance, etc. are aesthetlc features,
%nd those terms by Wthh they are referred to are

aesthetic terms.‘ Slbley does not clalm that the dlstlnc_

tion is}pérféctiynblack,and white, acknowledglng that

[
[
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there is a borderllne area of . debatable cases between;_fi

the two poles of. the dlstlnctlon.g
.(h '\\ *

- Slbley does not dlrectly defend the distlhction
beyond glVlng hlS examples, malntalnlng that he can_ see f.
. no need to do so "To deny “such a dlstlnctlon is to be
precluded from dlscu551ng most questlons of aesthetlcs

at: all._ Just as one could hardly begln ethlcs w1thout

the prlor recognltlon that some Judgments and notlons do,
whlle others do not,’c0ncern morallty wl one must accept
that so;e Judgments are concerned W1th aesthetlc 1ssues
and some are not. However, since a great deal of hlS
work 1s dedlcated to maklng sense of the dlstlnctlon-_:
that is, p01nt1ng out the sorts of relatlonshlps between
'aesthetlc and non aesthetlc features, terms, and Judgments,_
:explalnlng in detall ;n what respects aesthetlc Judgments’
dlffer from non- aesthetlcs, étc.--lt could be malntalned
that the body of his" work 1tself constltutes an 1nd1rect
defense of the dlstlnctlon. For certalnly a clear and

thorough expos1t10n-of what 1s 1nvolved_1n the making of

a dlstlnctlon cannot but -add to 1ts plau51b111ty.

Q

One of the first p01nts on which Slbley 1n51sts
1s that aesthetlcs involves perceptlon of a certain klnd.

People have to see the grace or un1ty of a work,
_ hear the plaintiveness Or frenzy in the music, 7
notice the gaudlness of a- color scheme, feel the

lFrank N. Sibley, "Aesthetie and Non-Aesthetic,"
. Phllosophlcal Rev1ew, 1965, p. 135. : ‘ _ .




. FERY 3 N .
:power of a novel its.mood, or its uncertalnty of
“tone. . . . Merely to Learn from others; -on.good -
authority, that the music is serene, the play
. moving, or'the . plcture unbalanced 1s of little.
-.aesthetlc value, the- cruC1al thlng 1s to see, hear'<
or feel. ~To suppose indeed that one can make: .
) aesthetlc Judgments w1thout aesthetlc perceptlon,
- say, by following rules of some kind, ‘is. to mis-.
undérstand - aesthetlc Judgment 2. B :

The perceptlon of Wthh Slbley speaks, however, shouldf_wa-° -
not be mlstaken for perceptlon in the most ordlnary.*' 4
sense. It is . equally true of certaln sorts of non-.

'aesthetlc Judgments, for example,_color Judgments, that

‘rperceptlon is 1nvolved 1n maklng them. ‘A color bl;nd man‘-n'f

%Judg;ng somethlng to. be red would not be makxng the same
sOrt of Judgment a- color 51ghted man - would make in_theif
" same - 51fuat10n,'even if both COrrectly made the samé-’

»hJudgment - More is meant by perceptlon ln Slbley s worh

fon aesthetlc Judgment than eye51ght, hearlng, etc

'.Slbley says w1th regard to aesthetlc terms that often

‘”people w1th normal 1nbe111gence and good eye51ght and
hearlng lack at least in some measure, the sen51t1v1ty dk
requlred to apply them."3. What, then, 1s aesthetlc‘
'ipercept10n7' Slbley seems to th1nk that it 1s the ablllty
to see. that varlous thlngs “either do or do not have

'varlous;aesthetlc qualltles. Thls ablllty is sometlmes

called taste.

s
21bid., p. 137. |

. 3prank N. Sibley, "Aesthetic Concepts,” Philo- -
sophical Review, 1959, p. 65 s ‘

[
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'To remove some’ of the: c1rcu1ar1ty from thlS‘
notion of aeﬁihetlc perceptlon, it may’ be helpful to?'

-

';con51der 1n somewhat more deta11 aesthetlc and non-r s
aesthetlc qualltles and in. partloular the relatlonships .
vobtalnlng betWeen them.> In the flrst place,_Slbley says
_that there are the follow;ng four relatlonshlps ef
}_jdependence between aesthetlc‘and non- aesthetlc qualltles{ff
ithe first.two of wh1ch refer-to aesthetnc features in- |
fzgeneral-i (l% Aesthetlc features are dependent for thelr;
| ex1stence upon non aesthetlc features, but not v1ce:‘
h versa. That 1s, aesthetlé features cannot occur 1n‘1i
'msolatlon from non- aesthetlc features, although non;‘
aesthetlc features can~-and 1t would seem frequently
do--otcur 1n 1solatlon from aesthetlc features._ ez).rhé’
"aesthetlc features ‘of a thlng are- determlned by 1ts
-:non_aesthetrc features. It is. 1n thls sense that . S
raesthetlc qualltles are emergent qualltles. ‘It may be
‘noted 1n pa551ng that (1)‘15 entalled by (2) ‘ The two
lremalnlng sorts of - relatlonshlps hold 1n the cases of
lspec1f1c ObJECtS'n (3) ”(T)he partlcular aesthetlc
character of somethlng may be" Sald to reSult from the
‘totalltz of its relevant non- aesthetlc characters "4

This 1s to say that several nonﬁaesthetlc features of a

. work may together_be,responsrble_for its aesthet;c

'4sghleyx "Aesthetic and_NOn;Aesthetic,"fp.il38.“
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Character, such that no one of them could be altered
':w1thout alter1ng tha¢ speC1f1c aesthetlc character of
-the work for wh1ch they are: respon51ble. Slbley calls
-thls sort of relatlonshlp total speC1f1c dependence.
(4) It is. p0551ble that some one non aesthetrc feature

‘-11n partlcular may be wholly or chlefly respon51ble for.f.

c some spec1f1c aesthetlc character of that work.. Slbley

'__calls thls sort of relatlonshlp notable spec1f1c depen-‘»
xedencer | A

' But these relatlonshlps of dependence should not-

*Sbe regarded as examples of 1og1cal5 dependence.k That the;.

‘jdependence is not loglcal 1s the p01nt most ba51c to

g Slbley s ent1re p051t10n, a pplnt on Wthh he lays heavy

stress.f

',There are no suff1c1ent condltlons, no non\aesthetlcj
features such that somé set or number of them’ w1ll
beyond- questlon loglcally Justlfy or warrant .the
‘application of ‘an aesthetic term. It is 1mp0551ble

- to make any statements corresponding. to those we can\\\

‘make for condltlon governed words 6

-

. 5It is worthwhlleato p01nt out here, before ‘
: p0551ble confusion can arise, ~that:Sibley uses the termr

',s"loglcal" in a falrly strict sense, more or. less:

deductive.  He ‘has in mind, when he uses it, making -
.-judgments by means of necessary: and suff1C1ent criteria.
He does not medn logical ‘in the. looser inductive sense,
_in which we can logically make reasonable inferences in
"spite of having no necessary and sufficient criteria.
~In this lattern.:sense it would. be: perfectly logical for
us ‘to. expect to perceive, somethlng given certain condi=

tions, ‘though it would not be 'so .in the former semnse." It

‘might well be«argued that Sibley uses the. term in too .

~ strict a sense. Nevertheless, 'this 1s the -way in which
'he uses it, so that. it behooves .me, 1n dlscu551ng his
‘work, to conform to. 1t myself '

' 6Slbley,;"Aesthetlc Concepts,, p. 67.:

«
- ‘\\ )
CN
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'What thls means in practlce 15 that”even after a. llst
«(any llst) of non aesthetlc terms has been applled to a;:
ork of grt, no matter how comprehen51Ve and crltlcally
correct that llst mlght be,flt remalns legltlmate pro-

-cedure»to;ask whether or not an assoc1ated aesthetlc
term applxesr_ For example, even after belng 1nformed ;
that ‘a parnt1ng is made up of pastel colors, gently |

wavrng llnes, etc., 1t remalns legltlmate to ask whether

".that palntlng 1s dellcate.f Yet 1f thls 1s the case, 1f

'i-:the dependence of the aesthetlc on the non- aesthetlc 1sw

- not a loglcal ‘condltlon governed dependence, ‘how can’

S~
‘there be a ratlonal Justlflcatlon for any aesthetlc

*i.Judgment7

ThlS questlon brlngs the dlscu531on back to.

' Slbley s notlon of aesthetlc perceptlon. He WlSheS to o

i malntaln that because the proper foundatlon for aesthetlc

;Judgment is the ablllty to hear or see aesthetlc features

LA

-of -a work of art, tﬁi uery model of necessary and
suff1c1ent condltrons does not and cannot be made ‘to N
_:apply to 1t., Perceptlons cannot be supported on the .[;
-ba51s of good reasonlng ‘-"I may have good reasons for {E
Athlnklng somethlng ise graceful _but not reasons for.o |

"7 .Slbley con51ders that two act1v1t1es are

=}”see1ng 1t

:loften confused by those who 1n51st that aesthetlc

7Sibley,="5esthetic;and;Noanesthetic,ﬂAp, 144;

ey

G

j =y
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'Judgments must have the suppbrt of belné rat¥bnally

'derlved or at’ least ratlonallyvderlvable.

{

Yey confuse
Qwsuch rat10nal derlvatlon w1th the. act1v1ty of

the good ]J

d'crltlc who, havxng already pereelved %’work -of \ art to. .

\
fhave certaln aesthetlc qualltles, should be able to say’

‘ywhy it has those qualltles.'ﬂf'\ . -
Thms of course makes 1t 1mp0551b1e to 1nfer

‘ strlctly on: the grounds df a work of art s non- aesthetlc

‘.qualltles that it has any paxtlcular aesthetlc quallty.

;':#It does not, however; mean that there are. no loglcalj

’connectlons whatsoever between aesthetlc and non-aesthetlc* '

‘f.concepts. In fact Slbley thlnks 1t obv1ous that there

‘aré such connectaons 1n certa1n senses.; (1) For there Q
ehto be some aesthetlc qualltles, it would seem that.,t

~certa1n non aesthetlc qualltles are loglcaily‘necessary.-_,-j
'pFor example,vlf there were only pale colors, there would.

’be no gaudy palntlngs. (2) Some aesthetlc qualltles wouldﬁ

'-seem to 1og1cally presuppose Certaln-non aesthetlc S

qualltles.; For example, the quallty of balance seems toi_

'.presuppose the exlstence of parts 1n.a certaln relatlon--:

'u'shlp._‘It 1s the converse of (1) and (2) that Slbley

w1shes vehemently to deny (3) Furthermore, 1t should

4be noted that certaln non- aesthetlc features may be
1ot
loglcally suff1c1ent to render 1mp0551ble some aesthetlc
“'ﬂeatures in a work.‘ That is to say that there may be

",negatlve condltlons governlng a work Por example, 1f a

L
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palntlng conxa;ns‘only.pale GOiOrS,'lt would bevabsurd
to- malntaln that the pﬁintlng was garlsh. (4) Flnally,
'1tnﬁs obv1ous that there are numerous characterlstlc
'assocxatlons between aesthetlc and non-aesthetlc concepts.
..Soﬂstnong are. these assoc1at10ns that the presence of
_certaln non aesthetlc qualltles render it 11kely (in a
’d-_varylng degrees of llkellhood) that a certaln aesthetlc
’-dnallty w111 be present in the work : For example “sad"'_
"{muslc is.- Very llkely to be soft and slow., However, the"
;y:placement made by many cr1t1cs of the "Apa551onata" of
f.Beethoyenhln the class of sad mu51c suggests 1t 1s‘not
Z:logicaiiy 1nconce1vable that fast music mlght be sad
fiThese areAamong the ways 1n Wthh aesthetrc concepts may
Tdbe loglcally‘related to éther concepts,’although they
' ;qare not governed by condltlons 1n the sense dlscussed
'earller.r;fh‘ _ | | . | »
If the appllcablllty of the termslln our, aesthetlc
vocabularg cannot be settled by an appeal to condltlons,‘vt
5j'¥other than in the senSes Just discussed the questlon’

L

how 1t is: pOSSlble to know that any partlcular

- termiis-ap 41cable in’ any partlcular case. The successful
vaesthetlc J‘dgment Aaccord1ng to Slbley, 1nvolves per;
ceptlon so that the- questlon becomes one of'how people'
1come to see, hear, etc. that varlous aesthetlc terms are

‘}appllcable to varlous works of art In "Aesthetlc |

)

'Coneepts” Slbley offers the follow1ng 11st of ways ln.
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Fy ' : ‘

which critics etc. may helo others toyarrive at a percep--

tion of an aesthetlc quality: (1) it is‘sometimes'
_p0551ble to succeed in brlnglng someone to percelve the
'aesthetlc qualltles of a work of art by brlnglng to hlS
attention those 1mportant non- aesthetlc features of the
'work wh1ch Cause it to have its aesthetlc features

l (2) On the. other hand 1t may be suff1c1ent merely to’
;mentlon the aesthetlc features whlch the cr1t1c hopes to

yhelp the person to percelvep--(3) Most often, the 1Lnkage

of certaln non aesthetlc features with certaln aesthetlc'

o .
features Wlll be p01nted out. Any of. the numerous*

<,characterrst1c assoc1at10ns betWeen aesthetlc and - non_
faesthetlc features mlght be" p01nted out. here with good
effect (4) The use: of varlous srmlles and metaphors is’

a well known tool of aesthetlc cr1t1c1sm and explanatlon.

(5) Contrasts, comparlsons, and anecdotes may be-made.use

of also, and ‘can be partlcularly effectlve if the crltlc

!

'*é.knows.somethlng:about the background susceptlbllltles,

etc. of hlS audlence. It is obV1ous that someone
‘famlilar w1th two' schools of art, say for 1nstance
gcla551ca1 symphonles and. acid rock ls qulte llkely to'
‘be able to help ‘someone famlllar w1th one and baffled by
the other by draw1ng parallels, etc.,_where they éxist
to be drawn.l (6) Repeatedly draW1ng the . audlence s‘

4attentron to the same“features of a work §ay1ng the

"same'thlngsﬂln.dlfferent ways, are helpful here as i



_l()

almost. any at‘t‘empt at almost any kind of cxplanation.
>(7D finally, the'critiC's'behaQior may somctimes prove
to be the key which enahles someone to see or hear for
h1mself an aesthetlc feature of a work of art. Gestures,
-,expre531ons, tones oa v01ce, etc. may all be helpful in
this regard

These seven p0551b111t1es are.offered as ways in
lWthh the critic or any person. w1th taste may a1d the
: person lessuskllied 1n.mak1ng'aesthet1c Judgments to “.
“arrive at a point where he too. isiabie to'pefceiVeAtne
" aesthetic qual1t1es of works of art. 'it is fairly clear_
that these methods are not such as would enable one ‘to-
arrlvebat strlctly reasoned conclu51ons.' ThlS should not
_be partlcularly troubleSOme to those who accept Slbley s
ep051t10n that a chain of . entallment reasonlng is hardly
the way-to=support:a perceptlon. But 1t perhaps remalns
to'be aSkeddwhether there:iS'any reason why these,
'partlcular methods should be: the ones Wthh enablela
person to communlcate what he has percelved to the person"
: who has not yet percelved it. Th1s 1s a questlon Slbley
does not thlnk 1t necessary to pursue. *To g0 on to ask
how thesé methods can p0551b1y sutceed 1s to begln to
ask how people can ever be brought to - see aesthetlc (and
Gestalt and other srmllar) propertles at all. . ; We do

these thlngs' ,‘4<;n8; When we "are able to do thesei

8Ib1d., p. 142.

<
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things we are supposed to have taste. But what tastce
itself is, Sibley does not attempt .to say. ,
To sum up, it is Sibley's\firmly-held belief

that there can be no successful aesthetic judgments made

IS

without some appeal to aesthetlc perceptlon Because Ke
Jholds thls to be- the case, he also malntalns that there.
1s no- way in Wthh an aesthetlc Judgment may be proven
'true by any. appeal to rules or conditions. He clalmsl
not to be at all surprlsed by this, but merely to have
‘trled to show some of what lles behlnd 1t., How well he
_-has shown what lles behlnd it needs now to be con51dered.
| | Before I begln thls examlnatlon of Sibley's
uaccount of taste, I should like to excuse myself at least
for‘the t1me be1ng from examlnlng some . of the questlons
‘lhat mlght reasonably be expected to arise in_ the course
"Oof such an 1nvest1gat10n. These questlons are . scarcely
ﬁunlnterestlng or unworthy of belng more closely examlned
but they are of secondary 1mportance as regards the J |
'purposes of this the51s. ! shall be- 1nvest1gat1ng to
begln with. onlyothose problematlc p01nts "whHich seem to
me to be cruc1al Among.those p01nts not 1mmed1ately
cruc1al is Slbley S dlscu551on of the partlcular senses‘
1_1n wh1ch he does belleve certaln non- aesthetlc concepts
'to be loglcally bound to. aesthetlc concepts, negatlve
condltlon governance etc., I am far more concerned with

.
the clalm that the ex1stence of aesthetlc features cannot



be infoer l‘(,:(lifr()m non-acsthetic than that non-acsthetic
may sl)ril(*tinlvs.lw inferred from aesthetic.: Nor am 1
int‘i‘r(‘sted in discussing the claim that non-aes sthetic
and aesthetic featnre are frequently associatcd, a
truth SO obv1ous that it requlres little investigation.
‘The basis for such assorlatlons, ‘of course, is far l05$‘
hobv1ous and of greater 1mportance. If will be gone intao
further after subsequent 1nvest1gatfon has helped to
'establlsh that basis.

) To begln w1th perhaps 1 should say a word about
“the dlstlnctlon Wthh Slbley makes-for rather assumes--
between aesthetlc and non- aesfhetlc terms and their
’_correlate features. .In the first place; it must be .
admitted fhar the distlnction 1 _far frdm'being the‘most,
clear- Cut'ever made by a philosopher.‘ Ir would be hard
to say JUSt where the non- aesthetlc ends and the ' |
aesthetlc beglns._ For example, whlle aesthetlcs 1s

consxdered to: have. to do with wérks of art, so-called

N
3.
*

V_aesthegkc terms crop up ‘quite frequently in dlscu551ons T
-Wthh ha’e nothlng to do with works of art 2_£ se. Many

a term seems to functlon equally ‘well in. aesthetlc and

non aesthetlc senses;/although it is worth polntlng out o
1that the same term can often undergo subtle. changes of

meanlng with such a change of context.

‘However .the eX1stence of a: grey area between

the poles of a. dlstlnctlon only makes it necessary to use

N



that distinction with care, not to discard it, particu-
larly‘if the distinction 1s a u&vfulbunv, Suffice 1t to
say that there does seem to be one area of language
consisting of specialized and not-so-specialized terms
frequently used b& persons concerned to discuss works 1in
the various fields of music, painting, sculpture,
literature, architecture, etc. This Language might be
roughly dellmlted as the language of art criticism. To
be sure,. it is not the sole language of the art critic
nor is it his exolusive property. It would be an incom-
petent architect who knew nothing about elggance and
simpl;cify. It woﬁld be ao incompetent critic of
architecture who knew nothing about structural engineering.
Nevertheless, such terms ae elegance, beauty, delicacy,
insipidity, etc. can be fairlf easily recognized ae
belongingvto this area of language,kwhereas’such ferms
as red, iong, heavy; thick, etc. be}ong'fairly clearly to
.another. ‘ m
The>important quesfion‘ebout this‘distinction
wou}d seem'toQbe just what significant differences 'there
are between aesthetic and non-aesthetic features. Sibley,
‘it has been p01nted out considers that aeSthetic features
Acan be dlscerned by someone with taste or aesthetlc per-

ceptlon as._ opposed to non aesthetlc features,’whlch
apparently are dlscernlble by anyone with just ordlnarlly
!

good eye51ght, ordlnary good hearlng, etc. . It seems
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L
l'l-.\_:;un.lhlv, thetetore, to demand ot any cxplication ot
taste that 1t explian the difterence boetwmn aesthe o
perception and "ordinary™ peroceptiob an such a way as to
provide some understandrng of  the dirfterences between
these two sorts of features. N

It is worth pointing out thu\ when 1orefoer shere,
to ordinary perception as somchow distinct {rom ordapary

. N .
perception, I do not mean to imply that acsthet 1¢ petr -
ception must somehow be strange or esoteric. In fact, 1
hope to show that aesthetic perception 1s a perfectly
ordinary phenomenon indeed, differing from what we arve
plcase& to calllordjnury perception perhaps more 1n
complexity than any‘thing clse, and certainly differing
from if less than has commonly been supposcd.  Too many
philosophers have tended to consider aesthetic perception
esoteric, no% to even mention the tendencias of many art
critics. Perhaps partly for this reason, aestheticians
have too often gone to great lengths too strictly to
‘delimit the acsthetic from the everyday. They have done
this in spite of the fact that we make use of aesthetic

v - ' . .
language, eXperience acsthetic emotional 1responses, ctc.

at lcast %s much in the everyday world as in art

'vgallerics. I should like to suggest, at‘\'fﬁi\s\pgj;nt, that

the distinction has béen more strictly made than is T
necessary. This point will be taken up in greater detail-

after I have given the account of perception in terms-

X



’of'whroh11°think'We oah.bestvmakepsense»of aesthetic
perceptlon. . ; _ | B | | .
F_‘l‘ o HaV1ng drawn hlS dlstlnctlon between aesthetlc

«and non- aesthetic terms and features, Slbley,w1shes to
bmalntaln that whatever other relatlonshlps may obtann
‘\_between them, there 1s one relatlonshlp which does not

o o0

" and cannot so obtalg There is no way in which the )
'ex1stence of any ‘non- aesthetlc feature ‘or group of features
Vever loglcally Justlfles thé 1nference that a certaln

aesthetlc feature also ex1sts in any work of art in ques-.

tlon Slmllarly, there are no tondltlons loglcally

suff1c1ent to guarantee the appllcablllty of any aesthetlc
. term to any work of art Noomatter how complete a | éﬁri
descrlptlon of the work of art in questlon is glvenbln | @
non- aesthetlc terms, the questlon of the appllcablllty of

lany aesthetlc term, even one commonly con51dered to be

>

related to those partlcular non- aesthetlc terms, must

remafh open untll other con51derations have been brouvht
. \ ‘
to bear, N

His argument that there are no'logicaliy suffi-
cient conditions for the applicatron of aesthetic terms
has a certain amount of intuitive force It does’ seem to
be the case that almost anyone asked to give a loglcally'
suff1C1ent ﬂeflnltlon of an aesthetlc term in non-
aesthetlc terms--or for that matter in any terms at>all—-

would find himself &t a loss to do so. Furthermore, it

«

is]



does seem reasonable to ask why,'lf the CODdlthHS for;
;the appllcatlon of aesthetlc terms do Fit. 1nto the model
of loglcal~suff1crency,bthere should be so'many persons
'around capable of using such terms--and furthermore of
fu51ng them well—-who never learned to dorso in terms of
condltlons governlng thelr use h It would>be a b1t llke

someone answerlng geometry problems correctly who ‘had-

never learned any ax1oms or formulae or rules of appllca-

tion. And then.there is the‘case of thosetpersons who*
,.mlsuse aesthetlc“terms,‘for‘example.by calling.an insipid
fpainting”delicate.i.Anyonelwho“has everitriedhknows how
'difficult if not impOSSible it‘is to makepsuch'persons y
see Jjust where they have erred. - But whlle such examples
may tempt one towards agreement with Slbley, they are far-ﬁ
from a proof of his p051t10n | . :

To illustrate‘what‘seems to me to be Sibley's
vprinciple difficulty"with this; one of his most-central
.theses, I would llke to suggest an analogy between 1t and
'what is known 1n ethlcs as the open questlon argument
It is not an analogy I would care to push too far I do
not, for example, 1ntend to 1mply that a solution to
Sibley's difficulty would prove equally applicable in
ethics, though it might. I suggest'the;analogy because
I thlnk I- can make clear by 1ts more famlllar example
where Slbley S the51s must be bolstered and begin further

'to suggest how that bolsterlng might be done
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) The open. questlon argument veryvgenerally,put;
'gocs as follows Some ethlclsts have argucd for niatural-
v_1st1c deflnltlons of moral goodness » That 1's to say,
they have argued that an actlon, forblnstance,chuld_be;
‘loglcally 1nferred to be morally good 1f it -had certaln
natural propertles,\such as’ cau51ng the greatest good
'}for the greatest number Natural propertles here would
be analogous to non aesthetlc propertles, whlle moral
-'goodness would be. analogous to an. aesthetlc property._iA'
proponent of the open questlon argument would malntaln
,to the contrary that no natural property or collectloni
of natural propertles would ever be loglcally SUfflClent
to guarantee the claim that an actlon or what have  you
was morally good No matter how complete the deécrlptlon.
vof the action in, terms of natural propertles 1t would

still be p0551ble to ask of it, "Is 1t a good actlon.

zThe analogy to Slbley s p051t10n should be obv1ous enough

to need no spelllng out.

P
7 i

The problem w1th the open questlon argumeht is

-_that it is not an argument Instead,'lt is the’ statement
‘of another. the51s. For 1t is only fea51ble to - ask )
whether an action descrlbed in .terms of natural propertles
Wthh usually connote moral goodness 1s still good only
1f one is already conV1nced that no such descrlptlon can:

prOV1de a guarantee. John Stuart Mlll would fail te see

"the force ‘of a%&lng of an action Wthh had Just been

o!"
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admitted to provide the éreatest“good for:the greatest

number whether 1t was a morally good actlon ‘or not. He N

-would only thlnk that the qhestloner d1d not understandn

) the nature of moral goodness The questloner of course
AL \

would thlnk that 1t was Mlll who dld not understand the
nature of moral goodness. Mlll and - the proponent of the

open questlon argument are argu1ng in terms of - dlfferent

_models of explanatlon

It is to. Slbley S credlt that he recognlzes that -

_thls is a- maln ground of dlsagreement between hlS p051t10n-”

" and p051t10ns Wthh offer 51m11arly naturallstlc

ideflnltlons of aesthetic terms. ‘He hlmself p01nts out'

‘that he - 1s operatlng in terms of a dlfferent model of

explanatlon than that of. loglcally suff1c1ent condltlons

©

The tremendous 1mportance of Slbley s clalm that aesthetlc

’-Judgments must 1nvolve perceptlon beglns to become clear

'here If ‘he is able to make the p01nt that the successful

‘aesthetlc Judgment must include’ the perceptlon that the,k

_work of art has certaln aesthetlc features, then his -

claim that the log;cal 1nfer<nce of aesthetlc from non-

aesthetlc features is lnvalld §hould hold good.' For.as

Y

-has already been’p01nted.out, perceptlons cannot be'

©

'\}pported by good reasons People do not percelve the

‘exper1t or otherw1se,

féatures they do as a result of some . chaln of reasonlng,

N
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There are problems with thls appeal' however} '

: -not the least of Wthh belng that Slbley attempts to

-support 1t 1n somewhat C1rcular fashlon.f Slnce, he says!~
we’ cannot loglcally 1nfer aesthetlc features from non-'p
‘aesthetlc features, we must determlne thelr eX1stence by
' means of aesthetlc perceptmon. What then, we - may
'reasonably ask is aesthetlc percept10n7: We Know already
"that it is- not 51mply that perceptlon by means of Wthh
~ﬂwe determlne the ex1stence of non- aesthetlc features of
_works of art for a man may be perfectly capable of d01ngl
that and yet be unable to dlstlngulsh aesthetlc features.
Slbley explalns that aesthetlc perceptlon is- that per-ma
ptlon whrch enables us to. percelve aesthetlc features
::zof works ‘of art.. Bht thls is not, after all terrlbly
'rhelpful 3 Before we* can be asked to take /h; concept of
’»_aesthetlc perceptlon serlously, we must be able to under_
; stand whgt it mlght mean. Othgrw1se, we are placed in o

‘the phlloséphlcally unhappy p051tlon of postulatlng

somethlng not explalned Tise. aesthetlc perceptlon,,to.'

'solve a SthkY problem, i. e. how we are able to determlneir

the ex1stence of aesthetlc features of works of art
Thls pushes the problem back a step,'but lt does not~

rsolve 1@

a

It looks at flrst glance as. though what s most

o

need%d here is a coherent account of the worklngs of LN

: aesthetlcvperceptron. But there are two problems Wthh
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‘“_chapters, wadlng through the multltudlnous:

' tlons of the aesthetlc already eX1st1ng 1n‘

[.

llterature, and even trylng to 1nvent more

;1mp0551b111ty of d01ng thls brlefly in any

_wOrthwh;le

26

kprevent me from statlng the the31s 1n qulte those terms.ﬂ"
j The flrst problem is as follows To give anythlng llke
-’ha complete account of aesthetlc perceptlon would 1nvolve .
a formldable task 1ndeed, far beyond the scope of thls
'hthe51s. It would ultlmately 1nvolve,‘for reasons wh1ch
v“fshould be made clear 1n the course of the next two:
characterlza-
phllosophlcala

“be51des' tThe"b

-

way 1s so obv1ous as to requ1re no demonstratlon

The second problem 1s more 1nterest1ng, and is

that we need a coherent account of aesthetlc perceptlon,-

f_vultlmately of greater 51gn1f1cance.j To begln by saylng

“'.1s to encourage the assumptlon too often made that ‘the

‘dlfference between aesthetlc perceptlon and non aesthetlc.f-

perceptlon wrll be vastly 51gn1f1cant : I»hope,.on the

contrary,~that the general account of perbeptlon I am’ -

) about to offer W1ll make 1t clear that the

"great as-it has often been belleved to be

dffferenée

. between aesthetlc and non aesthetlc perceptlon is. not sovi

There are

_dlfferentes to be sure, buf they are, ‘as has alreadyl

peen suggested more’ dlfferences of complexrty than

anythlng else. Whlle the 1nfluences on our aesthetlci‘

and non- aesthetlc manners of perce1v1ng may dlffer,rthe'“



'»fact that there are 1nftuences remalns the same. rThis
;p01nt w1ll be dlscussed further in Chapter Three. |
It 1s,'therefore, the aim- L of thls the51s.to'
' .prov1de an’ account of the worklngsbok.perceptlon-iﬁ;f.
tgeneral .an account 1n terms of Wthh lt can be.shown;l“
T we can best make sense of the worklngs of aesthetlc per-__
;: ceptlon It ‘is p0551ble, 1t should be admltted that 4

-lthfs cannot be done w1thout modlfylng certaln p01nts ‘in

'—{Slbley s system, though not to such an extent that those'

p01nts or hls system become unrecognlzable Of thlS:”

‘p01nt also there w1ll be further dlSCUSSlOﬂ.t_

—



CHA-PTER 2

In my attempt to offer a framework w1th1n Wthh B
;esome sense can be made of aesthetlc perceptlon, I 1ntend
»eto av01d the too common tendency to regard it as. somehow.
fantastlcal or’ extraordlnary,_aq 1solated phenomenon.-'It
ilntend 1nstead to show that 1t rs one class of a. very\
'heveryday type of experlence wh1ch Mlchael Polany1 calls
taC1t knowledge. Just to get us started 1 w1ll deflne-
taC1t knowiedge as know1ng more than one  can tell th'vd
course the conceptwa5taC1t knowledge Wlll become moreA

'tlghtly deflned as’ wetg0~along . I thlnk it not unfalr

to- clalm that thls 1s'at least in part the dllemma of

the man who does knowfthat a. work of art has certaln

features and yet is unable to show thlS to Someone who”
'~does not know.“ That man knows more than he can tell

| Tt w1ll be necessary to show ‘that” Polany1 S tac1tj
:fknowledge prov1des us w1th an account of perce;tlon 1n_; i‘\~

terms of wh1ch we can begln to make sense of aesthetlc'

perceptlon., Such a demonstratlon W1ll con51st prlmarlly

‘in’shOWing-the acconnt of t?C1t,kno“1”? o}to p01nt the

jway to‘solntionsbof the oroblems set F;rst
~.chapter..’Among'other things,”it P unt of
.perceptlon of terms of Wthh we Ca : ifferentiatéi»
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hbetween aesthetlc perceptlon ‘and what we are . pleased to‘
,Jcall ordlnary eye51ght hearlng,_etc., suggests reasons
" why some people should be better able to percelve

‘aesthetlcally than others' and helps us. to explaln both»

why we are unable to 1nfer, in Sibley S sense of 1nfer,
»the exlstence of aesthetlc features from the exlstence

'of non aesthetlc features, and 1n what sense, nonetheless,

~.
~

aesthetlc features are dependentcnlnon aesthetlcfeatures.
ﬁBut to demonstrate these thlngs w1ll be a complex proce-w
dure, and I can scarcely begrn such a demonstratlon
;w1thout flrst expllcatlng Polanyl s account .

In the flrst place, 1 must excuse myself from
expllcatlng the entlrety of Polany1 s theorles on tac1t
knowledge Much of hlS work on the subJect con51sts oﬁ

appllcatlons of the ba51c theory to such areas as ‘
»fphllosophy of SC1ence, phllOprhy of hlstory,«etc.‘and
has no relevance to thlS enqulry.' Furthermore,_l am not

sure I would want to support some. of:- hlS more extended

conclu51ons. It is hlS ba51c eplstemology Wthh 1s'

=

relevant here and Wthh I shall now proceed to expllcate.
'_I shall be concerned prlmarlly w1th hlS theorles as

‘stated in two books, The Tac1t Dlmen51on and Personal

- Knowledge,~w1th perhaps some reference to The Study of

"Man. Polany1 has produced one article deallng-w1th° B
'aesthetlc questaons, "What Is 4 Parntrng7" but 1t seems

to presupgbse con51derable acqualntance with hlS theorles.
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‘Rather than use 1t to expllcate thls chapter,‘l prefef

to c1te it where appllcable in my forthcomlng attempt toh
‘solve Slbley s problems w1th taC1t knowledge. The paper
is’ only generally appllcable to thlS the51s, ats main
purpose belng to show that art should not .be. equated
Cwith 1llu31on.v As Polany1 con51ders hlS work allled to
some_ extent w1th that of the gestalt psychologlsts,

partlcularly in the area of theorles of perceptlon, I

w1ll occa51onally c1te Wolfgang Kohler s Gestalt Psx-
_ chologx for purposes of clarlflcatlon o

. LD § shall recon51der human knowledge by startlng‘
from the fact that we knOW‘more than we ‘can tell no Whatb
'does Polany1 mean . by saylng that ‘we know more than we. can'
‘tell? Let me descrlbe the 51tuatlon by maklng use of the
51tuatlon of know1ng someone s phy51ognomy "Not only 1s
the example of know1ng phys1ognom1es a favorlte of
‘ Polany1 s,y but 1ts analogy to aesthetrc knowledge can beth
’mor% ea51l; demonstrated than some of hlS other favorlte

examples. Knowledge of phy51ognom1es has the addltlonal

advantage of belng very much a part of our everyday

e

o

"experlence.
Let me take as my example the phy51ognomy of
Susan Haley. I know her physiognomy very well.--I would

have no trouble picking her out‘of a,group of people

BN

. o 9Michael\Pol'anyi, The Tacit Dimension (Gardenb '
City, New York: Doubleday and C%ypany, Inc., 1967), p. 4.
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under‘almost any concelvable c1rcumstances If she were
to be suddenly m1ss1ng, I could g1Ve a good general o
descrlptlon of her to the po.ice. But the pollce would
know better than to ‘ask me to tell them what. she looked
“llke in such a way that they would be abl@ to tell.by
looklng that a certaln ;zrl had to be Susan and- could be
:no bne else. Even 1f I were dlscus51ng the matter w1th
a pollce artlst, complete w1th charts representingc
-numerous varlatlons of features,‘I could only 1nd1cate
bthat some features seemed 51m11ar to hers Whlle others
did not. If the comp051te plcture thus derlved was all
the 1nformatlon they had it would be strange 1ndeed 1f
:the pollce d1d not f1nd flve or 51x women with 51m11ar
‘phy51ognomaes,_out of whom { would be expetted to- plck
the fealnsusanrHaley, if the real Susan Haley was there

at all.

Even if only one suspect could be foumd ‘a

‘suspect greatly resembllng the comp051te, and even if the

comp051te bore a remarkabld}resemblance to Susan s»
sphy51ognomy,‘1t would still be necessary for me to. make

a positive 1dent1f1cat10n. The nece551ty for me “to make .

a pos1t1ve 1dent1f1cat10n would seem to be ‘a recognltlon
Vthat I 1ndeed knew more than I could tell. It mlght be
suggested here that the pOllCe are simply being zealously
exact w1th regard to detalls { I hope_'o make.lt,clear

in the course of thls chapter that there is more-tO'it

“-than ﬁhat. '



}‘[ow'd-oes Polanyi (:‘.'xpl'zrin_ sulth a phenomenon? 'To
identify a physlognomy would then amount to relying.on.
our awarcness of its features for attending to their
“joint meaning.hlo VGestalt psychology, to which much of
Polanyi's work ‘is linked;KWOUlorsay that when we know a
phyblognomy, we know a'whole; i.e\‘that thsiognomy, by

+

lhtegratlng our awareness of its parts, i.e. theifeatures
i

<5of that physrognomy ‘But thls is of llttle 1mmed1ate use

ohbecaube SO many of these terms are being used in special

senses. At the very least “""whole," "part " "awareness,
and "meanrng”_must be'expllcated before we can understand

this explanation, let‘alone examine 1ts force'“w!

| -Ordinarlly,"a ”whole” 1s con51dered to be 51mply
‘-the sum of irs "parts;“.a whole orange, for example,>to
be JUSt a bunch of orange pleces. Bntthls 1is too 51mple;'
.a V1ew, for the preces—whlch make upa’ whole orange must
ibe arranged in a certain way Otherwrse,_lt ‘would - not
be ‘a whole orange,lbut Just pleces of orange'scattered
-around Slmllarly, a whole in gestalt psychology 1s ‘not.
’<srmply the sum-of its parts, though W1thout the parts.
_there would be no- whole, just as w1thout the pleces of
orange there would be no whole orange. k ;>> i

| There are many famous examples of part% which can‘

be seen as more than one whole The goblet/twoﬁhuman»

‘faces 1s one such, w1ttgenste1n s duck/rabblt is anothera

lOIbid.,~P{ 12 .. it &

oAt

~.
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No ehangesktake place in these examples to acgount for
their being perceiwed in such different ways. Whether
the duck/rabbit is see¢n as a duok or as a rabbit seems
to have nothlng to do with the parts at all, so pre_
sumably it mnst have somethlng to"do with the_Way in
Wthh those parts are seen. We must'consider ways in which
our perceptlon is organlzed or otherw1se influenced in
order to explain‘such anomalles as.the duck/rabbit and
the goblet/two human faces. These anomalies are important
for two reasofs. Flrst they are the most obv1ous
exanolesvthat more 1is needed to explaln a whole than its
1parts. Second; these anomalles dlrect our attentlon ln
‘the” rlght dlrectlon They directfus to ask not what it
_ls ‘about the’ thlng belng seen which brings us to see it
41n such dlfferent ways, but what the 1nf1uences are on-
how we see..
There is nothing new‘about such an observatlon.‘
At 1east since Kant set forth to demonstrate the ex1stence
" of synthetlc J Erlorl knowledge, the categorles af the
iunderstandlng, phllosophers have been alert to the
udlfflCUlty of explalnlng all human knowledge in terms of
the pr1nc1ples of logic and pure‘emplrlcal data (whatever
—_that mlght—be) alone. Gestalt also casts doubt:on the
possibility of purlty for any emplrlcal data by demon-
stratlng the manlfold ways 1nowh1ch 1nfluences on the

P

one who sees shape what he sees. (Influences is a very

'f



broad term selected preciscely because 1t s broad. I
want to leave open as po.\".sihilitiv:; cverything from the
necessary to the x'nndom,' from genes to experience.)
Polanyi takes up the same line of reasoning, but with
important differences. Bulike Kant, he is not looking
for any necessary categories of understanding, though hv‘
would nof preclude the possibility that some influences
are more likely fhan others to affect what we sce.  And
he is interegted in external as well as 1nternal
influences. Many/gestalt psychologists hold that per-
ception can be explained as the result of purely
mechanical processes with nothing of volition about them.
‘While he does not go to the opposite extreme, Polanyi
does not think it out of place to speak of methods,
skills,jetc., of which more later. Polanyi also differs
with many of the specific theories of gestalt, rejecting
isomorphism, for example, as unnecéssary.

The analysis of '"meaning" is linked in Polanyi's
wbrk tb the analysis of ”awareness:” for the realization
thaf there are two kinds’pf awareness of particulars
enables us to recbgnize that there are two kinds of
meaning. It is not being claimed, by the way, that tﬁese
two kinds of awarenegs and two kinds of meaning exhaust
the cafegbfies. What, then, are these two kinds of
awareness? Returning fo our example of physiognomies,

the first, focal awareness, would be direct awareness of
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Aexample,'if:I were'peering,at'Susan's eyes,in'order'to
determlne prec1sely what color they were, Ic uld be -
.

sai@ to have a focal awareness of Susan s eyes\ I would -
l&

be aware of the partlculars 1n themselves rath than as .

'subs1d1ary to a whole. The second klnd of awareness is
fsub51d1ary awareness.a In sub51d1ary awareness a' Shlft
takes place from the partlculars in themselves to(the
whole of Wthh they are the parts. It is the dlfference
‘.between my belng aware of Susan'’ s eyes, nose, hair, etc.'
and my belng aware-"of her phVS1ognomy. It should be
made clear ‘here" that Polany1 is not clalmlng that I see
anythlng bes1des Susan's eyes, nose, hair, etc.; if it
f_were not for those partlculars Susan would not. have a
physiognOmy at all.v What has changed is the manner in
-which. I am aware of those\partlculars,‘l.e. 1n,terms'of
-the whole on whlch my attentlon is. now fixed.

| It is p0551ble to make a mlstake here thanks to
ssone of our ordinary a55001at10ns, the mistake of identi-
fylng sub51d1ary awareness w1th some degree of"

]

consciousness, perhaps with unconSC1ous awareness or

pre-conscious awareness, OT some fringe area of awareness.
’ ‘ ) o :

Polanyi makes it clear that the concept should not be

understood in th;s‘way "What -makes an'aWareness

‘.subsidiary is the function it fulfllls,'it can have any

'degree of consciousness-so long as it functlons as a clue
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Qto the obJect of our, focal attenthon nll Nor 1s foca;

awareness of a whole necessarlly a matter of direct’
W o

awareness,‘of careful attentlon, etc. It is perfectly

pos51ble to be scarcely consc1ous of a percelved whole,
and. yet to be focally aware of it. We may not notlce

the background music of a fllm at 'all (1ndeed if

properly handled we often should not), yet we hear mu31c-

nonetheless, not random notes, but notes constltutlng a
\structured tuneﬁul whole. g

What, then, are the two. klnds g} meaning to
which these two klnds of/awareness correspond? When our

awéreness of partlculars is focal then those partlculars-

accordlng to Polany1 have representatlve or denotatlve

-~

mq?ning When our awareness of partlculars 1s: subsrdlaryvf

to our awareness of the whole, then ‘that whole has'
eXistent1al»mean1ng. Now this is somewhat problematlc,‘
-~ for in:current:philosophicalrusage, it is language whlch

has meaning. Furthermore, in current usage, meaning 1is

Aunderstood rather than~perceived. If in Polanyi's'account

meaning is sometlmes somethlng Wthh can be seen .or
heard--which it must be if his account is to be used to
:solve Slbley s problems--then Just what he means by 1t
must be explained. "As Polanyr uses the term with regard
to'the‘meaning'of perceptions, it has to do primarily

with sensory organization. - ‘ -

111pid., p. 96.

£



~kind of sense data' thereomay very well be, The—porat

)

;The‘point has already been made but can stand a L
‘little emphasas that there is more 1nvolved ‘in human :
,knowledge than deduct10n$ and 1nferences drawn from

f‘emplrlcal data.» When s%meone asks you how you know that

-

‘1s a tree over there,»and you. reply that you know because

you see 1t you are not maklng an 1nference. No one

ever saw the celebrated patch of blue unless 1t was on

Q

a qullt or between two clouds. I am - not clalmlng that

there 1s no place 1n phllosoph‘.of perceptlon for~anyh

i

- O

o

is. that we do not see thlngs by patches, hear sounds by

phonemes,’etc. We see trees or pgbple or palntlngs,

‘hear words or symphonles.. At the very least, by the
'tlme we see or. hear ‘whatever we are seelng or hearlng,-v

.our perceptlons are arranged in some sortoof orderly way,

o <

'~_1nto flgures and backgrounds, for example, or into melodlclf

Lo

tunes.-'In that sense and in senses even more complex,

o
our. perceptlons have meanlng. ¥

"In most V1sual flelds, the: contents of partlcularw'

. aréas 'belong together’ as c1rcumscr1b£d unlts fgom Wthh

thelr surroundlngs are exclujed "12, There are boundarles

-and grouplngs and relatlonshlps in what we ‘see. Further-

o

more;ﬂsome of thesé?more elementary grouplngS, etc. are

[+

,not later 1ntroduct10ns made 1nto a unlform and contlnuous

12Wolfgang Kohler, Gestalt Psychology (New York

The New American Library, Inc., 1947),upp 80-81.
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flow of sensatlons forvpragmatlc purposes (Wllllam James)
or by fo:ce of hablt (Dav1d Hume) but are’ present from'
the . very flrst In experrments C1ted by Wolfgang
Kohler,13 congenltally bllnd adults whose bllndness had
been corrected by operatlons were able tq'percelve
'ospeC1f1c entltles rather than Just sensatlons from the f
'_ very first. In most cases the subgects hadvto learn
what the thlng was, a table or a. chalr for example,»but
they did not have to learn what a thlng was. They were
__—-_“““-~29f confronted with an unbroken flow of sensat1onswh1ch1t
'could then be- learned were thlngs. . '
But thlS is only the beglnnlng-as concerns.the

[N

complex1ty of our perceptlon. Relatlonshlps are‘also

c

Cseen or heard ‘rather than 1nferred There is‘a box of

O

Kleenex and a coffee cup on the back of my desk andjl'
. see them not onlyqrelatlon to each other,' but in

re‘atlon to the desk and to the wall behlnd them. There .

s

1s no need for’an elaborate 1nferent1al model to explaln

thls phenomenon. I know they are be51de each other and

a

in front of the wall because I see them there.f It may
, be malntalned here that at least some relatlonshlpsro-e
‘must learn to see. I have no complalnt w1th that My

complalnt is W1th the accompanylng assumptlon that such

© relatlonshlps are learned by maklng 1nferences

s

131bid., p. 88.
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Let us con51der the 1mpllcatlons of the follow1ng

o

"experlment,°c1ted by Polany1 in Personal Knowledge.14 .

.In thls experlment, subJects were placed so that they
:fhcould see only a spherlcal obJect agalnst an utterly
y‘blank background The spherlcal obJect unknown to the
‘fdsubJects, was ‘an 1nflatable ball When the ball was'~
~-1nflated from berlnd 1t was seen- as 1f it retalned 1ts

size and was 1nstead comlng nearer.: What 1s most

Lh»lnterestlng about- thls 1s that 1n order to see - the ball

'fcomlng nearer rather than 1ncrea51ng in srze, defects 1n_

"the quallty and p051t10n of the retlnal 1mage that would

S

;ord1nar1dy not be accepted by the eye had to ‘be’ accepted;

The conclu51on w0uld seem to be that the subJects.b
'proceeded to overrlde the standards of correct v151on S
and see the ball comlng toward them rather than suddenly

fa T

Aexpandrng 51mply because people don’t ordlnarlly expect

“to ‘see spherlcal objects suddenly_expand. After all 1t3'

‘-ddoesn't happen very often and”the.subjects had no:

. Contrastlng flgure 1n terms of Wthh its change in size
would have been v151ble. It seems that there is a
.pre551ng requlrement ‘here, that what we see- must make
sense, “behave 1n'a reasonable fashlon. Tennls balls have
no_right to go around blowlng themselvesvup to the srze.

of basketballs;_ I R L S

Ty

- 14Mlchael Polanyl, Personal Knowledge (New York°
/ﬁarper and Row, 1964), p. 96.
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The phenomenon of the expandlng ball 1nvolves‘

our expectatlons, 1t 1s reasonable to thlnk of 1t as

=

'1nvolv1ng;learn1ng. Introduced 1nto the processes of

! ) fi. . : ' . ’
perception are. expectatlons, aSSOC1at10nS, condltloned

responses, and_everythlng else that our past experience'

:6Can_introduce} These thlngs do not 1nfluence our thoughts

and.lnferences alone. They 1nfluence how. we see what we

7

fsee.' It 1s fhfluences such as those I have descrlbed in f

,tﬁé last two pages Wthh wrll be meant when I refer to

~(,_

jour manner of . perce1v1ng. Such 1nfluences may be learned

or. somethlng we are born w1th phys;ologlcal or. mental

but they are all allke in that they are 1nfluences on our’.

perceptlon.

""Perceptlon 1s a c0mprehen51on of clues ‘in terms.

' of a whole "15 Polany1 con51ders 1t the most 1mpoverlshed

%orm of tac1t knowledge, but as. we have seen,‘even thls_’ﬁiy>
1mpover15hed form is complex 1ndeed | We may henceforth
adopt as our deflnltlon of tac1t knowledge,.knpwledge
obtalned by comprehending clues in terms of a whole. HLet

us see now whether 1n terms of. - our example of physrog-

K

‘nomies it is poss1ble to- explaln the dlfference between-r‘

© c@

perceptlons hav1ng representatlve meanlng and those

' havrng ex1stent1al meanlng. The dlfference 1n.large part

lles in the complexlty of - what is seen. When we - see the

.

parts.of_a face-_nose, eyes,hetc,--taken:out,ofucontext,

151bid,, p. 97.
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"weysee falrly 51mple flgures.' We. have to reckon w1th

\
J.

3

- no relatlonshlps except such extremely elementary onesf'

- .
as figure towground. ThlS lS why those terms haV1ng to

) dotwith‘facial figures, for example, are capable of

ibelng falrly 51mply deflned most often by means of

OSten51ve“def1n1tlon. A fad on the other hand 1511 A

“~1nf1n1tely more complex._ We..see not 51mply partlcular’

',features,_but features Wthh have numerous relatlonshlps

.

jto each other and would not make up a face wlthout those o *tg

'relatlonshlps, features Wthh functlon as parts of. a-,-"

-whole. The problem of deflnlng wholes is 1nf1n1tely

more complex.

When we return to the example of my know1ng what

7gSusan looks 11ke but belng unable to tell we flnd that

"I have several problems of artlculatlon.r In the flrst

place I cannot be extremely exact about her partlcular

’features.. That she has dark halr,:a stralght nose, ;’i:j :_"> PR

P

greenlsh eyes, etc is. not nearly spec1fle enough

‘Partlally the problem is that I lack the vocabulary to

Vdescrlbe her very speclflcally Not only are thene}allr

o T e

: sorts of noses—-short long, broad flat stralght

crooked humped beaked--but theﬁe is more than one-f
varlety of stralght nose,:and the same goes for eyes,

halr, and all other features.i And whlle the problem can'

be somewhat allev1ated by the pollce artlst S charts, 1t_»

- cannot be entlrely so, 51mply because of the great varlety



p0551ble w1th1n ‘the boundarles of the general types on

.

'”f‘the charts. Stlll, that is a. mlnor problem, appllcable’

Wi

‘to all deflnltlons Wthh are. not stlpulatlve There 15‘

: ha more serlous problem here,twhlch is that- I have never
'sat down and taken a careful 1nventory of Susan s‘,
;features., I have 1ooked at her face,. not at: her nose.

-A:I have seen her nose only 1nsofar as - 1t functlons as, a

- part of her whole face My awareness of 1t has been,;lh:'
'Polanyl s terms, sub51d1ary rather than focal. 1I mlght
:recognlae it out of context, but then agaln, I mlght\

ﬂ?.make a near mlSS, or worse. | ' ‘

. But even 1f I had the klnd of eye for deta11 that

:takes notlce of the shapes of noses,vand even 1f the {i :

- vocabulary problem is. overcome as. well as 1t can be over-

o

. \__,_—
. come,. there remalns another, the most serlous, problem

;of'artlculatlon. That is the problem of artlculatlng the.
- arrangement of Susan s features How -do- they all go-’
;ptogether to make up her face7 Her features are: 1ntegrated
Hand thls 1ntegnatlon is well nlgh 1mp0551ble to artlculate.
~Not only is'a vocabulary V1rtually non elxstent, but the
‘development of one must presuppose the ex1stence oi
capa01t1es far more sophlstlcated than those requ1red for
ithe comprehen51on of an ordlnary osten51ve deflnltlon.i
It has already been p01nted out that a whole is®more than
?the sum of 1ts parts, and that the 1ntegrat10n of those

o

-parts 1nto a whole is to some’ ext Nt dependent on the



manner 1r1\ﬁuch we percelve those parts We can describe

ffa face at all only“to someone already capable of seeiug
~ features as- lntegrated faces. We may . be able tob_articur
late some of the lnfluences which have a bearlng_on'thek
fway in wh1ch we ‘see what we see, but thelr very

1nf1n1tude defles analy51s Furthermore, no matter how

'~-accurate ~and complete an analy51s was glven of the

2

’ 1nfluences bearlng on our” manner of. perce1v1ng, that

_would be no help at all 1f what we had in mlnd was: to

o,

ell someone else not merely how we saw, but how he could
see'that‘way too: The 1mportance of th1s last p01nt to

‘ the solutlon of Slbley S problems is such that it

[

‘,obv1ously requlres further 1nvest1gatlon It w1ll be

taken up agaln in the forthcomlng dlSCUSSlOH of 'skills.

v

:, The 1dent1f1catlon of phy51ognom1es s somethlng

, people do all the tlme, but some of us are better at it
"5than others. We all know people who never forget a face

and other people who never remember - We would no doubt
be Justlfled in: thlnklng of" 1t as a 3klll albeit‘a'very
prosalc one,»common to almost everyone and used every

day. Andhwe also; after all, ’thlnk‘of the exercrse of -

taste as a sklll We should therefore, be Justlfled in

adoptlng the worklng hypothe51s that Polany1 s account
of the sallent characterlstlcs of skills w1ll be useful
'1nsexpla1n1ng taste. Furthermore, part of - the demona’

stratlon that Polanyl S account of perceptlon enables us

\-. :

a



o

‘Skill,‘w1ll not‘really serve as an example, because-as‘

’ ‘ .
to begln maklng sense of aesthetlc perceptlon w1ll

con51st in explalnlng why we are unable to 1nfer the

"ex1stence of aesthetlc features from the ex1stence of

non;aesthetlc features., It Wlll further suggest why the
means adopted to p01nt out aesthetlc features to)those
SO;far_unable ‘to see them should be successful (or

unsuccessful).‘ Wlth regard to those 1ssues, the forth-

‘comlng account- of the place of tac1t knowledge 1n skllled

’performances should be helpful

Wl shall take as my: clue for this investigation .

:the well-known fact that the aimdoffa skilful performance

is achleved by the observance of a set of rules that.-are

|

not known as such to the person follow1ng them "16 'It'

has " long been recognlzed that the more- hlghly skllled

tanyone is at any kind of performance, the less’ he has to

- B

’frefer to the rules as he'goes along.‘ It is notqso well

o recognlzed but should be that most- people 1earn SklllS

w1th very llttle reference to ‘any rules, the only excep—

" tions seeming to be .those skllls for which necessary and

-suff1c1ent rules canandck;exrstJJlastlpulated‘form,

such as the abﬁllty to- multlply Even mathematlcs in .

o
general often cited as an example of rule orlented

soon as one arrives at calculus the model ceases to

app}y.sAThere'are SO many good3examples around of

161bid., p. 49.



skilled behavior which is not learned--let'aione'prac-
tlced--by constant reference -to rules that it is vory
dlfflcult to choose among them. But a quick sampllng

Just to indicate the range covered'mlght 1nclude rldlng

‘a bicycle, u51ng language, playlng planos, palntlng.
;plctures, 1dent1fy1ng faces, and shootlng skeet. _Some

;prellmlnary ruleforlented 1nstructlon;may-be glven,in

such Cases, but.trialﬂand-error, example, and practice

all count for much more:

What in the world then, canvbossiblv be meant

by "the observance of rules' in the above quotatlon7 It
'clearly is not consc1ous observance and adherence What'

it seems to mean is that there are reasons why every

skillful performance succeeds,'or falls for that'matter.$ "
There are thlngs wh1ch have ‘to be. done or have to’ be

taken into account before there can be a success of any

: degree. _These reasons can be of any andwevery concervablef

[N
sort,.

¢ .

To return to the example we have been u51ng,,

‘1dent1fy1ng a phy51ognomy would not be p0551ble w1thout

the focal awareness of it as a whole, Wthh 1n turn would

o not be p0551b1e w1thout the sub51d1ary awareness of

‘_partlcular features. Such sub51d1ary awareness would

constltute the observance of a necessary rule for

identifying faces.’ Por if we d1d not Know: fhe features

and their’arrangement, we_wOulq;be 1ncapable of
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identifying any 'face. By the usc of such p‘(}rceptual
eLnes as these, wetare able to petceiVe a whole faee}‘
There may very.welr'be other rules which must‘be met,
but thls one 1s -primary and serves to 111ustrate the
‘p01nt; It should also serve to 1llustrate the" p01nt that.

not only do we not. have to be consC1ous of the rules when

we become skllled at- a performance, we need not ever haVe‘_

" Known them.

»Granted that'we do notmlearn skills_;or at least
do not learn skllls only--by: follow1ng rules, does ‘that
mean that no set of rules can be formulated such that web~
can be told how to achleve a Sklllful perfoxmance?'
Polanyl w1shes to uphold the strong clalm that no
tomplete set of rules can ever be formulated for a-

' sk;lled performance._ To some extent hlS.ClaJm 1s.baSedn'”
‘on the 1nf1n1tude of p0531b111t1es bearlné on>any skllled
: performance | That mlght not be con51dered a serlous
'problem if what were meant by a complete set of rules o
were only a llstlngtof the actlons one had to perﬁorm
'(But 1mag1ne trylng to tell ‘someone how to do someth;ng
»as simple as tying a knot if you had ‘to tell. him not
juSt what to do“with.the-ends-of'the cord but how he had
to move h?s fingets! We presnpﬁ%se muchlmote'infgiving
;1nstructlons thﬁn we commonly realiaebj |

The strongest ba51s for his clalm is not thls
inf;nitude of posbelllt;es,Ynonblsnlt\the endless_

i
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o . . )
variatiops of technique appertaining thereto. It 1s the

fact that'every skillful performance is .an intentional

performande,-even the multiplication tables. - Nothing

done accidentally or unintentionally is a skillful per-

formance,jno matter how well 1t turns out. The person
doing it would have to.be aware of what it.was he wanted. ¢

to.do. And the 1ntentlon of aperson undertaklng a per-

'formance cannot be spelled out fully in terms of a list

of'the partluclar act1v1t1es which must be carried out

.before success-can be achieved, no matter how complete

e
N

‘that list. The aim of'a skillfulvperformance is also a

whole Whieh cannot’be.summed up'by reciting its partsg

Before you can tell someone how to do somethlng,.you must

(.

-presuppose that he already knows what. 1t is he 1s to do. .

Slnce the partlcular actlons Wthh must be performed w1ll

‘be performed in ‘terms of that whole, our awareness of

them will become sub51d1ary Our knowledge of what must
be=done‘to,make posslble the desired.aohievement will be.

‘tacit;' The problems of.artieulatiOn already discussed

~ will apply to it. "_A_‘ ‘ _ ' ) - a

Another dlstlnctlon remalns “to be made before

57

Polany1 s account ‘can be applled to Slbley s work in

e

aesthetlcs. It can be rlghtly obJected that the exercise
of taste is a skill, “but that taste itself is not a

sk;ll. Whlle taste makes p0551ble certaln sorts of

'actions, there ‘are other condltlons Wthh make p0551ble

LS



the same actions, which conditions neither Si bley nor |
would want to call taste. This point will be expanded

. upon in chapter three. The distinction which needs to

~t

be made for that discussion is Polanyi's distinction
0

between skill and connoisseurship.

The appreciable difference bhetween skill and

2

connoisseurship is that skill must include actions
directed toward the achievement of a specitic géal.

eac LC B
Connoisseurship involves observation and appreciation

wlthout necessarily 1nclud1ng ?gy goal-oriented dCtlon

"In the exercise of 'skill and theg practice of connoisseur-

'19&21 the act of knowinJ is seen to involve . . . the
R 4

ng of ourselves into the sub51d1ary awareness of.

T N,

Q‘W<:ulars, which in the performance o»f skills are
instrumental to a skilful éphievément, andFWhich in the
"eXercise of connoisseurship functionlas the elements of
»the observed comprehen51ve whole."17 Otherwise! the s
.rules of operatlonrof taplt knowledge apply t@ skills

and to Conn01sseursh1p allke. There are further

51m11ar1t1es. Both skllls and connoisseurship are capable

S ' of being developed and 1mproved upon, nelther Just happens.'

Eurthepmore,'some people are more skiliful than others,
just as some people are bettér connoisseurs. The point

is simply that while some actions are associated with

T

- 171bid., p. 64.

S0
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e . . o
. . : . C - - s . Y
connoisseurship, it is possible”to be skillful . at those
: ' . : - . ) . ‘ . . " N :
fuctions without he1ng a2 Cconnorsseur.

The foliow1ng questlonunaturally arlsesr”»lf'wej
b'.dO not learn to be sklllful or to'be ggnﬂeisseufs by
flearnlng and’ follow1ng ru}es for successful performahces,
how do we - 1 rn? The model ‘we need for how bUCh thlngs
are learned is not a deductive model of rules lald out
‘to be consc1ouslyvfoTlowed, but the mwodel of an epprenm
‘ticeehip;‘ Theﬂabp;eﬁfiee T ocarns not nuch by thinking
as:by-doing; He.is-taught nct so much by ryles as_byh
eXaﬁplep fwhat'fhe appnen;ice'is tola hy the‘master&is
not haif'soTimportant'as whe.  he is shown. It'ﬁay.be
argued that the apprentlce is oiten fold what;rb'do;

told 1A g;eqt detall The polnt 15 that undegstanding

.what he is’ told w1ll not- ‘make him skllled "The rules he

must follow the thlngs he 15 told to do‘muéf reaéhia T'
p01nt where _they Rgcome functlonal to ﬁlgivenTend. Theyﬁ
.Cﬁnnot remain abstra 1ons,_for their funetionali?y'iy
the mesf impOrtanf'thing,about them.v Td reéch this
peiht; the apprenthe must undergo«much stumbllng

practlce,'much .trial and error; much Neary effort w1ll

U A R

¢

be requlred of him before he has "acqulred a feel” for
v

His materials. Only when he acqulres that feel w1ll the'"’

0

master be'satisfled with the apprentlce. e o . ;;n

o :,t, R L

This model of apprentlceshlp applles not: Just to

r, i

sklll but to conn01s§§%rsh1p.j One cannot learn to bé a

Cy.
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>conn01sseur Just by readlng books or attending iectures.
] " _ :
_Mater1al from such sources,‘though 1mport1nt éis useless

untll 1t 1s 3551m11ated. The fac1l1t1es for observatlon,

= apprehen51on, appreclatlon, and evaluatlon 1nvolved must»

also be 1earned by practlce,_by trlal and error. ,The
discrimlnatlng perceptlons of - the conn01sseur are>not
‘a51ly acqulred e . |

Someone is bound to object here that all thls
meanS-is'that_the rules have to- be learned very“hell
such thatfonoe»theyoare well learned their use: naturally
"fbecomee second-nature; But thls is the b01nt that in"
the process of becomlng skilled, the craftsman hlmself
is altered a551m11at1ng for hlmself a new context, from
.the standp01nt of whrch the very materlals w1th Wthh he g
nworks are no longer the same but are seen and felt |
1fferently |

Thls is perhaps easier to make'clear in'the-oase"
of the conn01sseur, for whOm it ie far lese.eaéy:to make
a superflclal llSt of actlona to be performed 'What‘
must be done to make a conn01sseur is to alter hlS very
',perceptlons, Wthh 1t 1s p0551ble to do by alterlng what
I have been calling hlS manner of perce1v1ng. ‘How this ‘o
happens will be gone into in some detall in dlscnssingi
the connoisseuraof the arts in chapter three. |

| When phllosophers argue any questlon; they - Mave

. at the ready the various ru}es of log1c and of ev1dence.
o 07

et : L
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has to develop @ feel foﬁ what he'does.LU; L S
. O. . G-- e

_serlously weaken those arguments. WhatJthey have for-

E processes of perceptlon as’ they relate to 1dent1fy1ng

o

as the,queslioﬂ of how I:can tell‘anyone else how to

(SR o
L] ’ 3 .
I3

They have but to dlscover 1n each other S arguments any

“

of the formal or 1nformal fallagles to. destroy Ol = oo

o,

&

gotten 1s that even in thlS dlsC1pllne, where there are-

o L o

falrly clear cui and W1dely accepted rules for0 “

O

G

successful performance, a long and arduous apbrentrcéshlp
R .

must be gonefthrough before those rules becbme functlonal'

I3

and caﬁ be followed W1%h fac111ty ;fﬂ

W

ven the phllosopher
K '_.0 ) [} Lo

G .

F_J°_-'It hascnow; I hope, become obv1ous that we have

o, o Q

not one problem on our hands but two. sTo 1llustrate thlsiV

o o-
c
g O

poxntg let us return once more to theoexample“of physlog—

nomles. The-problem was how torrdentlfytsusannHaley. .

The questlon may be asked from an academlc standp01nt.lvi

M S

how is anyone able to recognlze Susan? The answernto

u

such a questlon wlll consast an a: dlscu551on of the.

o' .,

faces, llstlng the causes o¥ COHdltLOﬂS o% 1nfluences

a

that enable peopLe to make 1dent1f1cataons. The dlS—

<\,_\

cussaoncof the perceptlon of wholeB glven éarller is an
a &

exampAe of the kind oﬁ answem requlred by thls sort of
questlon C : ’ 'h‘f; i‘°‘¢;:' E:“,VF “";‘ e

©

>a‘;' -But there is another standpolnt from Wthh the

questlon may be asked How can. I--or anyone egse~-become

ablento make_such an,1dentif1¢ation?” Letdme_take thls_up )

[ h

<

if::l . S S

e

o

RPN

~
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~identify Susan _ Let us suppoSe-again that I am trying °

© o, o tor glvo the pOllCL artlst a\descrlptlon of 5usan that_
w1ll enable h1m to have a good chance of 1dent1fy1ng her.
bThat I cannot glve h1m a perfect—_l e. loglcally

: suff1C1ent--descr1ptlon has already been establlshed
f"What needs to Pe emphaslzed 1s that I could glve him no
. AVdescrlptlon at’ arl 1f he dld not already know the wags

o

&m ®h1ch partlcularcfeatures go together to make up whole

%%rffaﬁésQ leen that much in common in what I have been ‘gw?w~.

[}
"

S e 'calllng ‘our: manner of percelvxng, ‘we can at least attempt

’_”a comp051te of Susan, whlch dependrng on other factors,

o
coq

may be mofe or less successful.l To some extent we are~

'botH’capabie of folﬂow1ng the rules. _ :

el What 1s really 1mportant heref" that no answef

o

Jcan be g;ven to a° questloner who is 1ncapabie of under_; _

2 < 2 o

~stand1ng 1t who 1acks any condltlon oﬁ understandlng, beT

L 9o

othe necessary 1nf1uences phys;cal psychologlcal

rwhat have you. Imaglne -8 phy51C1st trylng to explaln to’

<

oL a KalaharlnBushman why he. cannot shoot his? arrow: into

‘o b}

“ " the’ sun.' It ﬁay be--rndeed a@ften should be--p0551ble tQ

Q.

ald the questloner who lacks some condltlon. It may,.g or .
vexample, be p0551ble to obtaln an- operatlon on someone
_congenltally blind.% But no number af explanatrons of. the

Ce

',processes of" 51ght will be of - any help to a‘blimd man in

R

Vthe sense of enabllng hLm to see.

o]

)

E



.- CHAPTER 3

I w1sh to malntaln that an account of. perceptlon
"such as that glven in’ the 1ast chapter prov1des us w1th

a ba51s for maklng sense of aesthetlc perceptlon. ThlS

~
~

fshould enable us to glve some answers to. the. questlons

3

'about taste Wthh were asked in the flrst chapter 'To,

"proceed‘ I must demonstrate the appllcablllty of Polany1 R

.account to Slbley s work.” I shall attempt ‘to show 1ts

»appllcablllty by answerlng the followrng two questlons.r

'~(1) What is the dlfference between aesthetlc perceptlon

- o

:and ‘non- aesthetlc percept10n7 (2) Why are we unable to%:
hlnfer from the ex1stence of certaln non- aesthetlc
.features 1n a work of art that the work will also hatep

- certaln aesthetlc features7 What 1s wrong w1th that
”model of explanat10n7 Hav1ng dealt w1th those questrons,-”f
I shall proceed to ask why we should be w1111ng to accept;

*vthe account of aesthetlc perceptlon offered here. HaV1ng

~done that, I shall flnally consxder whether Slbley

B

himself would be 11kely to agree or dT?fer with such an.
tbaccount. - ‘f.i - - '

‘What is the dlfference between aesthetlc and
non- aesthetlc percept10n7 Let me begln by summarlzlng

‘the account wh1ch was - offered Ain the last chapter of
. ' [T .

BN

C sy
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what perceptlon is in general for 1t is in terms of

-that account that thlS questlon must be answered. The'

'".process of perceptlon--all perceptlon--ls a. process of

gestalt formatlon. Numerous varratlons are p0551ble'

Wlthln the. process,‘dlfferent 1nfluences may be brought

Tto” bear, dlfferent degrees of complex1ty are pOSS1ble,

ot

'etc. But ‘even our slmplest perceptlons ‘are the result-

A;of a gestalt formatlon process. ThlS is true even of

the perceptlon of what 1s generally regarded as the

\51mplest of sensory experlences, that of color.3 It has '

-already ‘been p01nted out that whenever anyone sees the

celebrated patch of . blue( he w1ll see ‘it.on a qullt or .

.between two'clouds. Even the blue seen when the flngers.'

o f
are pressed flrmly agalnst closed eyellds for a’ few

seconds,has shapeufa shlftlng, pu151ng, 1ndef1n1te shape‘

'.to be sure,.but shape nonetheless.. Furthermore, that

pu151ng, 1ndef1n1te, color shape\ls seen as contrastlng

“lW1th 1ts darker background.'

x

MOV1ng on from such extremely 51mple sensory

(=3

‘experlence, let us con51der two very 51mple shapes,_

‘ notlng that eVen the 51mplest of shapes are percelved

as gestalten. Con51der a. stralght llne When

v

we see” a llne, we’ see rt as COntrastlng with. 1ts back-

fhground. This is the famous flgure/ground dlstlnctlon of

"gestalt psychology at 1ts most ba51c, Now con51der some

v O
‘dots. * o kx It is clear that in addltlon to seelng



;these;dotsecontrasting.with their backgrbund fwevsee,
1them arranged, as hav1ng relatlonshlps to each other,»the"
four on the rlght belng.grouped the one on the left
'belng s1ngled out In our process\of perceptlon '
'gestalten have been formedfeuen in . such. 51mple cases as
-'these.'; o l ’; . -'7‘ ,_’Lpf,ia : \:‘

“ | Polany1 wants to descrlbe perceptlon as the per-
ceptlon of parts in- terms of a whole.- ThlS is what a

.}perceptual gestalt formatlon con51sts in, the perceptlon

'”vof parts 1nsofar as they functlon as parts of the whole.“

The process 1n wh1ch a perceptual gestalt is formed ‘takes

place through the a551mllatlon of parts 1nto a whole.r Itx
-may not be 1mmed1ately eV1dent that there are parts to a
-stralght llne, untll we - conSLder that in our perceptlon.
-of a stralght llne (or anythlng else for that matter) we .
are 1n fact seelng both the flgure and 1ts background
.In the case of the dots, of course,‘the objection. 1s
\:unllkely to arlse that there are no - parts,,nor is 1t '
A_hllkely to- arlse in the case of other,,more complex =
flgures. - o -
_ - o o ,
» Let us now con51der an example 1n Wthh the
-:gestalt formed ‘is more: complex, Qpr 1nstance, the humanf'
.phy51ognomy._ ItQhas already been p01nted out that whennt.
we. see fa<es,rwe see. the parts ol 3 those faces, such ‘as;

’eyes, mouth ch1n forehead etc., not as lsolatedA

~entlties hut 1nsoﬁar as they are. parts of -a whole facef



»

~In our pcrcept1on of u‘tace a‘gestalt‘ts_formed7of
" parts in a system of complex, interlocking,relatronships.
We see-features.as arranged aszcontrasting in cOlor;p
_etc ” rather than in 1solatlon “We can of~coursevfocus
on. features of a face rather than on the whole face,‘bu‘tt
we- stlll percelve such ‘a feature as a flgure d;stlnct
'from 1ts background at the very least Polany1 p01nts-
_out that in the process of perceptlon, our’awareness of
5the parts is sub51d1ary to our awareness. of the whole
‘ But what ‘we have summarlzed so far 1s true of
all perceptlon _ What we need to f}nd is that feature of
., Polany1 s account of perceptlon whlch will prOV1de a
ffoundatlon for dlstlngulshlng aesthetlc perceptlon from
non- aesthetlc percept;on. We begln to see what thlS:
*‘;mlght be when we reallze, apropos of our phy51ognomy
'~jexample, that whether we see a: face or 1ts partlcular
features depends not on the thlng belng seen, but on a -
cOntrlbutlon made to the process by the percelver.. There

A

uare numerous theorles as to- preC1sely what thlS contrl-'

f~but10n 1s,.everyth1ng from some. mlnute phy51olog1cal

-change to ChlldhOOd learning. experlences, but determlnlng.

the . prec1se contrlbutlon need not concern us here. 18 - The

»

l81 am always he51tant about offerlng any argument
based on a p0551ble world. But thé following gquotation®
from a science fiction story about visitors from outer .
~ space seems to me soO suggestlve that I would like to offer
" it for the benefit anyone inclined to. believe, that we
.make no contrlbutrgn to our perceptlon of the hunman face



p01nt is that the way.we see the thlng pexc eived shapes
. ou’r perceptlon of 1t. | Though of course thls contrlbutlon,
'Wthh I have  been calllng our manner of perce1V1ng; 1s
not lhe sole determlnant of the form the gestalt takes
"‘There are 11m1ts on what we ~an see anythlng as.’ |
| | The- pornt of saylng that the process of percep-
tlon is a process of gestalt formatlon and that- our
manner of perce1vrng determlnes the form of the gestalt’
"1s that the dlfference between aesthetlc perceptlon and.
jnon aesthetlc perceptlon w1ll be found here, in the |
.manner of perce1v1ng There must be an’ aesthetlc manner
"of perce1v1ng and a rnon- aesthetlc manner of perce1v1ng
:So that it w111 be necessary to glve an account of the'
4d1fference between aesthetlc and- non- aesthetlc perceptlon'
’1n terms of an account of the aesthetlc marine r of:
'5.berce1V1ng.. Shortly, I w1ll attempt to give, 1f not a s
;complete account at least a sketch Wthh 1nd1cates the |
llnes along wh1ch such an account would have to proceed.

Let us flrst descrlbe what we see. when we - have a

non-aesthet1C’perceptlon of some object such'as a canvas

or form- "But there it was: an impression of a tall,
'slender human-lodking figure, oddly hard to get hold. of -
visually, because of our. -ekpectations about the humanc
form." - James B. Girard, ”Something s Coming,":Faritas
and Science Fiction, May 1975. ~Anyone regarding this
possible example as too fantastical is referred to the
example provided us by phrenologists, physical anthro_
pologists, and other experts, who, when focally aware of
the features of a human face, see far more: of them and
in greater detail’ than any of us would. @
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with. paint on 1t or a piece of carved wood, say Pablo

.Plcasso s ”Don Qulxote,' as opposed to what we see when

we have .an aesthetlc perceptlon of . the same object.. This
is not 1ntended to be stlpulatlve, to deflne aestherlc
perceptlon as the perceptlon of aesthetlc features. It
is merely to begln at the beglnnlng, to descrlbe the.
phenomenon which must be accounted for. As Sibley‘pointsf
out, if we had not already made a- dlstlnctlon betweenv

aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc features, we couldznot begin

S to do aesthetlcs at all. If we were perce1v1ng "Don

Qulxote"‘non aesthetlcally, we would see black _angular
line figures on an off- whlte background - Of the three

moSt‘prominent figures the largest occuples most of ‘the

rlght and middle foreground a. second smaller flgure is

located'towats left, and the thlrd promlnent frgure is

in the upper left hand corner.’ If on the other hand,

we were seelng."Don Qu1xote" aesthetlcally, we. would see

‘crudlty, strength, and balanced tens;on, grotesquery and-

sombreness.

We have sald the. process of perceptlon 1s one 1nb

-Wthh gestalt formatlon takes - place Al we can see from

the above descrlptlon the gestalten formed ‘in.non-

,aesthetlc perceptlon 1nclude colors, srmple shapes, etc.

The gestalten formed 1n aesthetlc perceptlon on the

"other.hand, 1nclude features not so easrly classified,

perhaps,because, as we will see, they'are for the-most
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part more'complex. wWhat we hube to cxplaih'is why the
latter gestalten are formed rhther than the fokmcr.

J ~In the cése of noh-aesthetic)perccption we have -
already.explalned whdt is 1nvolved in the formation of
such- gestalten . The relatlonshlps Wthh have been shown.,
to flgure 1n their- formatlon are falrly 51mple, such as
flgure/ground contrast group1ng, etc. " They are. all e
perfectly perceptlble to anyone hav1ng ordlnary eye51ght..
In fact, given ordlnary eye51ght 1t 1s not poss1ple not5
to see-them, unless of course the percelvex ‘closes h1s
:eyes, turns out the llght etc. The manner of perce1V1ng
ﬁwhlch makes pOSSlble non- aesthetlc perceptlon, then,f

would.seem to be_whatever condltlons make ordlnary'eye-_;

Slght p0551ble Admittedly, this is a moot'poiht, but

">the questlon of whether any COHdlthHS other than

stralghtforward phy51olog1cal condltlons are 1nvolved;
here is one I prefer to av01d. T prefer to devote my
'energles to- the problem. of what makes aesthetlc perceptlon

pec1f1cally aesthetlc. ‘

R When "Don Qulxote" is percelved aesthetlcelly,

_the gestalten formed are. those descrlbed above, crudlty,
‘balanced tensxon,-etc. - The formatlon of these gestalten‘
.takes place through the a551m1latlon of parts into a.
whole. When we percelve an aesthetlc gestalt_ we

'percelve, not Just parts, but parts functlonlng in terms

of a whole, that is to say, parts hav1ng numerous complex



‘nose, “and mouth, must be arranged in certaln ways.' They

O()

relationships to each other, whic:h” would not make up the
who_l,vs tll‘cy do without those 1'(‘.1;ltiousl'li,ps. OQur aware-
ncss‘of these parts 1s not focal, but. is rather subsidiary
to our awareness of .th(* whole! |

To be in with we may say Lhat thcre are two kinds

of parts which may be visuaLly’assimilated into an

aesthetic whole through our processes of perception,

namely,_non_aesthetic features and other aesthetic
Y . ) . ) } ' .

'features.- There 1s no difference, however, in their

functlon, for both are percelved as parts sub51d1ary to

.

the whole. This-functionality of the parts to the whole

.

“in the formatlon of an "aesthetic gestalt is the most"

important thing abou’ r'hem, SO, at the IlSk of seemlng

>to recapltulate end. : y; I shodld'p01nt out once more

'that a whole is not 51mply the sum. of a® % parts, for

Rt .,

“those parts, like the pleces of an orange or"- llke eyes,

must.be shaped structured grouped contrasted W1th
other parts, etc. etc. etc.‘ All the relatlonshlps

ﬁp0551ble between parts would constltute ‘a vast llStlnb

lndeed one Wthh _1f all p0551ble comblnatlons of
relatlonshlps were consrdered .would become well nlgh

endless. The one functlon that all parti/xave in’ common

in the process of perceptlon ‘18 that of belng percelved

_sub51d1ary ‘to the whole. We cannot both be aware of the'

-

parts and at the same time bevaware offthe,whole.

—
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[t is -possible that .\'.umcoho might objecat »l(-v itlu-
cl:alnl that aes t}u:tl( features can function as ;wuttts uf
" other aesthetic features on the grounds that‘this
suggests that there may be more than one kind of aesthetic
feature,.whloh would place us in conflict w:th Sibley's
two-fold dlstlnctlon between ae>thct:c?and nOH—dCbthCLlL
features.v But there is no reason for-such a conflict to

)

arise. We have already shown that non_aeethetlc featurcs

-

are themselves wholes, though for the most part somewhat
5A51mplEr in organxzation than aesthetlc wholes.' Except .
for this degree of. complex1ty in senbary organization,
there is no: dlfference in the organlzatlonal pr1ncrples
d.lnvolved. What makes somethlng part of an aesthetic
whole'ie‘not whether it is 1tself a non-aesthetlc or an
'aesthetlc feature, ‘but rather the fact that 1t functlons

'sub51d1ary to the whole. Fhrthermore, though most

aesthetlc features seem .to be . qulte complex 1n thelr

organlzatlon, t 1s not this~cbmple§{ty that redders them

aesthetic. Indeed one can: thlnk of mf y

b R ) R

features Wthh are not aesthetlc.d The ulmlmate bagmswfor R R

" the dlstlnctlon is our manner of perCQJV1ngpi Eor lt 1s

- »;v- . ~ 4

rthat manner of percelvyng whlch determlnes the way 1n

“ r Ea .J,.
i -

Wthh parts W1ll be se%n rn relatlon to the whole, andh

therefore the character o Ethe whole belng percelved. It
is an advantage of Polan’l ‘s account of perceptlon that

-fhe is able both to pro 1de'for degrees of complex1ty and



to relate aesthetic features to othen aesthetie teatures,
for surely we do mgkc such assoctations,
Aesthetic perception, ‘then, wmay e n-p,‘\xdml. asoa
proceéss of gestalt formation in which fhv non-acstheto
.

’féatures, or on a more complex level of organization
othgx aesthetic features, of a work of art Uumv'to be
perCeLved insofar as they {unctum as parts ol an acsthetico
whole.. Tﬁis gestalt\formatidn tukes place thanks to our
manner of‘perceiving the work of art. ‘Therc,ks nothing
radicél about this claim. It amounts simply'to saying
that since we are able to. perceive things {n at least two
different ways; since\our:perception is able to shebc or

rrange what we see in more than one way, we are able to

)see the same object, a. canvas in the exampl offered, in

more than one. Why we perceive the various gestalten we

“do depends on_varlous 1nfluences, a teqp which 1 have

already g01nted out includes a wide'variety of poeSi-
bllltlegl phy51olog1cal psyehological, sOciological, etc.

Of course the clalm that the perceptlon of" .
‘,& aesthetlc features 1is the perceptlon Df wholes of Wthh
non- aesthetlc features are the parts 1in no way 1mp11e
that all wholes of whlch non_aesthetic,features are the
parts will be aesthetlc. It is 1u1te p0551ble even tor
.a set of non- aesthetlc features characteribtlcally

.

related to aesthetlc features to be pﬁgcelved in an other

#

‘ qthan aesthetlc manner, leading® to their belng percelved

Y : . ,
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otherwiSe than as an aesthetrc whole. - It isEalso pOSsible

that there mlght be more thaa one aesthetgc manner of

_pcrce1V1ng,v1eaV1ng open th p0551b111ty that the same,

=5et of part& could be percelved as, more than one aesthetlc>

whole. Thxs however seems to me to be more llkely to
happcn not-in-cases of thc features we con51der paradlgm'

xamples of featurcs Whth are percelved but rather

4

with aebthttlc feature\ uhrch rel; at least part:ally'on

interpretation. Nevertheless, the possrblllty cannot be

ruled out . ea511\,,unless the aesthetlc manner of per—

C e

'ce1V1ng were ultlmately so characterlzed as to rule it

out.’
ThlS br1ng5 us to the point where an attempt must

be made .to charactcrlze the aesthetlc manner of perce1v1ng

: Therefore, we must take into account those thlngs Wthh

o -

bear on our manner of perceiving, the way in Wthh we

" see, or hear, or feel. But ‘before 1 go on, let me point

opt_again'that.by manner of.peroeiving neither Polanyr
nor\I has in mind a Kantian category, a 51ngle, fixed,

necessary, specific faculty of the mind.: It is a broader

and a looser concept, which is just as well, since the

aesthetic'itself i< a broad and loose concept in which -

Picasso's "Goat™ bears little resemblance to Bach's
Fucue in D Minor and neither bears much resemblance to

Dostoievski’s The Brothers Karamazov.. 1 have already

.

pointed out some of the Sorts‘of‘influenoes there are on



. be expegted t
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how we see, phy51ology, expectatlons,'associations,'past

~experience, ctc; Certalnly thebe sort% of thlngb should

ixe some bearlng .on aEsthetlc perceptlon.;

<W1thout suf' ;>1olog1cal comﬁbnents as eyes 1n worklng

order, for - 1nstance, we. would be unable to see even the

black stlck flgures of "Don Qulxote,f let alone its

,crudlty Nor can 1t be denled that experlence and corre-

"late Jearnlng have some bearlng on aesthetlc perceptlon,.

for: taste can "be reflned and expanded.. But having

-con51dered these thlngs, we stlll have: to ~ask what there

is about aesthetlc perceptlon Wthh makes 1t spec1f1cally

‘aesthetic,.for these_thlngs are influences on»all

‘perceptlon.»
‘»It is dlfflcult to do more than p01nt out that

-this questlon arlses for the followlng reason. 'Tne

‘questlon of what character;zes anythlng-rbe“xx an obJect

an emotlon, a way of perce1V1ng thlngs, or Just about

anythlng else one cares to name--as spec1f1cally aes-.

1

.bthetlc is a question that has been con51dered ln detail

by every phllosopher who has ever taken an - 1nterest in

the f1eld of aesthetlcs. ‘In addltlon many ¥ocial
SC1entlsts, artlsts, CflthS, etc. have made‘contr1buti6na
to the disCu551on To glve anythlng llke a comprehen51vei
list of the p0551b111t1es is not w1th1n the scope of

this the51s. To argue conclu51vely for or agalnst any
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s : . .“ L ‘ L \V - ‘
of them onﬁthe grounds of thls theory of perceptlon would

be a the51s 1n 1tsehf . o, , SR

One strength of this account of perceptlon,
however, 1s the w1de scope Wthh it offers for such

speculatlon For 1f anythlng has been made clear in. the .
: £

hlstory of aesthetlcs,ﬂlt is that the characterlzatlons L

~of the aesthetlc are multltudlnous, 1nclud1ng everythlng

from the causaloeffects of aesthetlc obJects through theA

-1nfluence\ of culture to characterlstlcally aesthetlc

emotlons, anv one of Wthh could certalnly 1nfluence how_A
we see. If only to demonstrate the scope of thls theory,

t behooves me . to glve some account of what makes

’aesthetlc perceptlon aesthetlc. But before I begln, let

,offer mlght be mlsungerstood For centurles aesthetzc)ans

;me Just menxlon one way in’ Wthh the account I am about to

,seem to have proceeded w1th thelr 1nvest1gat10ns in. the,.-

flrm %gllef conSC1ously or unconsc1ously held that

'taste, or aesthetlc @erceptlon, ‘is a, separate entlty,

that‘it 1s.3e1ated if at all only very dlstantly to our

‘_ordlnary perceptlons of thlngs. ‘Perhaps because of thlS,‘

or vice versa, the reakm of the aesthetlc was tod often
con51dered to be, or at least dlscussed as if 1t somehow
were, ‘a facet of human llfe wirtually 1solated from our”®

ordlnary human concerns and perceptlons by w1de and

clearly demarcated boundarles. ‘Whlle it must_surely be

Vpossible tovdemafcate’the‘aesthetic-area of our lives

|
i

&

2]
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‘and aesthetlc perceptlon from other'areas of our, limesi
fdnd from what we cons;der toqbe more ordlnary perceptlon;
1f the term aesthetlc is to mhkeaany sEnse at all the ' ,Vh
attempt “to do 8o has been too. v1gorous.' A dlStlnCthn
“need not be drastic tQ be a V1able dlStlnCthﬂ ”This‘
fp01nt Wlll be gone 1nto 1n greater detall later on.ic .f- e
,Some llnes along Wthh such a dlscusslon w1ll haqe to
Mproceed have been suggested 1n the precedlng chapters.

| I 1ntend now *to summarlze two characterlzatlons
ot'aesthetlc experlence Wthh have had some hlstorlcal ‘- . :-Af
klmportance w1fh a view. to demonstratrng by example what
iisorts of 1nfluences on our manner of perce1v1ng mlght
’cOnstrtute condltlons for the aesthetlc manner of per-
ceiVing- There are at least two ‘ways in, Wthh the e
faesthetlc experlence has commonly been characterlzed._
First, 1t has been characterlzed prlmarlly 1n terms of
" the obgect Wthh by belng percelved evokes the
aesthetlc experlence. The example offered of thlS char_
,acterlzatlon is Cllve Bell's theory of 51gn1f1cant form.
‘Second the aesthetlc has been characterlzed 1n\terms of
_some mental state in Wthh the observer of an obJectA
must be 1n orﬁer to percelve the obJect aesthetlcally ©
The examp%e offered of thls characterlzatlon is Edward -
' Bultﬁugh's theory of psychlcal dlstance ‘This is not to
suggest, by the way, that nelther Bell" nor Bullough

recognizedsthe ex1stence of the other 51de of  the c01n"
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Bell was rnterested 1n aesthetlc emotlon and Bullough~1n
the greafer or lesser llkellhood that an ObJECt would be
v1ewed from the standpornt of psychlcal dlstance ! They -
dlffered in thelr empha51s-. Besides these two hlstorl-
cally 51gn1f1cant accounts,ll shall con51der the |
characterlzatlon offered by Mlchael Polanyl in hlS
art1cle "What Is a Pa1nt1ng7"‘ . |
- o Let us conslder flrst that.obV1ous‘factor; the-
aesthetlc obJect 1tself h There 1s: great varlety among
. \aesthetlc obJects To us,'the obv1ous examples are
palnt on canvas, carved stones, prlnt on.paper, etc,,
that is to say, pa‘ntlngs and sculpture and books _And
bulldlngs and drama and music. and the dance. ThlS llSt
must be kept loose, for some geople would want go 1ncludeA‘
:,among aesthetlc obJects flower arrangements or bullflghts,-‘
drlftwood or sunsets Yet we all reallze that some .
.;obJects are more llkely to be perce1ved aesthetlcally
_than others in splte of the looseness of “the llSt ' Per—
haﬁk a frultful questlon mlght be, why these partlcular
”obgects7 Why "Don Qulxote" hanglng over: my desk 1nstead

of .the thermos bottle on 1t7 . S

Cllve Bell beglns w1th the assunptlon "that there
is a partlcular k1nd of emotion, provoked by works of
visual art, and that this emotlon is provoked by every

kind‘of'visual'art . . . is not dlsputed I think, by
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anyonc capable of feellng it. ”19 'He goes on to ask

o

"tht quallty is shared by all obJects that provoke our

esthetlc emotlons”?”zO He answers thlS questlon by saylnp

o

that'”only one answer seems p0551ble—-51gn1f1cant form
'J

In each llnes "and colors comblned 1n a partlcular way,

'.Certaln forms and relatlons of forms,4strr our_esthetlc

n2l -

Y

.emotlons Beyond thls, Bell malntains that;the objectS'

of thlS aesthetlc emotlon are almost never ObJGCtS of the

'natural world. He'con51ders the sense ine Wthh people

'generally ascr;be aesthetlc predlcates to natural obJects

.~to be 1nappropr1ate or at 1east unaesthetlc, partlcularlyrw

'_the aesthetlc predlcate ”beautlful , For the emotlon W1thf

which he 1s concerned 1s one of "austere and thrllllng
raptures. .; .22 |

There ére many dlrectlons from Wthh obJectlons
to thls theory may - come, but perhap% ane of the most
'AtelLlng 1s that everythlng we: ‘see has llnes and colOrs,
forms and relatlons, 1n terms of Wthh we see it. . hlS

15 as true of all v151on as it 4s of aesthetlc v151on

‘Perhaps we may obtaln a llttle enllghtenment through 1ts

lgCllve Bell "Slgnlflcant Form,'vin A Modern
. Book of Esthetics, ed. Melvin Rader (New YorK:. Henry
. Holt and Company, 1938), p. 246, '

201bid., p. 247.
21lIbid. . o ENno

22Ibid., p. . 257.




'belng 51gn1flcant form "an 1ntense and pecullar 51g-

6O

.t

nlflcance .h.}.~unrelated to the 51gn1f1cance of llfe n23

Of course, one is oblfged to wonder Just what thls
o] :

_pecullar 51gn1f1cance mlght be.' About thlS Bell says,-

:"(A)n obJect con51dered as an end in 1tself moves us motre

A

»profoundly (1 e has greater 51gn1f1cance) than the same

obJect con51dered as a means to practlcal ends or as a’

o

thlng related to human lnterests .,.‘,”24 It 1s 1ts,"

- "pure form,?'whatever that mlght be, in wh)eh Bell. is

’1nterested But. 1f we are to take as our crlterlon the

’perceptlon of an obJect as ”an end in: 1tself"'and mean'

by 1t that we see. 1t from the standp01nt of none of our

-partlcular 1nterests, we w1ll flnd ourselves in dlffl—,;

ultles. For it 15 perfectly p0531ble that I mlght

notlce, for example, that a - thlng was red in a- casual-

,way, not regardlng it as a means to any partlcular

ﬁlnterest that L mlght have. But such casual observatlons |

hardly constltute aesthetlc experelncestt Nor do they

.achleve anythlgg like the emotlonal helghts Bell thlnks

'must accompany aesthetlc experlence

PR

More Wlll be sald both about aesthetlc emotlon

‘and about the dlfference between the aesthetlc and the‘;

practicaltas T go'on. 'But,now let‘us conslder,Polanyl s

Qaﬁf " 231bia., , B 253

v24Ib1d,, p. 262.

14




char cterrzatlon of .the aesthetlc obJect both«as another
way in Wthh the aesthetlc obJect mlght 1nfluence our
perceptlon of 1t to become aesthetlc and as a natural
bridge to Bullough 7 Polanyl, hav1ng malntalned that
lpalntlngs are gestalt wholes,‘goes on 'to maintain that’
bthere is somethang 1nterest1ng about gestalt formatlon_
in palntlngs. o V

The unlon 1s not a fu51on of complementary parts

to a whole, but a fusion of contradictory features.
The flatness of a. canvas is combined.with perspec-

tival depth, Wthh is the very opposlte of ‘
flatness., 25 _ B

_ He goes on to. say about the representatlve arts in
general that we flnd that a subJect 1s represented
"w1th1n an-. art1f1C1al framework whlch contradlcts 1ts

-representatlve aspects "26 Thanks to these factors we'

";may say that “the arts have a . trans natural nature, such

bthat "The arts do not exhlblt thlngs which. could be, m
there and yet are not there'»they exhlblt thlngs of a
'fklnd that cannot ex1st 'elther in nature or among men "27'
;Another example prOV1ded of the phenomenon of art1f1c1al
frameworkils poetry, in wh;ch the ordlnary descrlptlve

VCOntent is\combined With meter, rh?me,‘expreSSive sounds,

\“métaphor, etc., all of'whichAfuncti0ﬂ5asrsﬁbsidiaries'of

: 25Mlchael Polanyi, ”What Is a Pa1nt1@k7";.The
‘Amerlcan Scholar, 1970, p- 662.‘ :

261b1d., p. 664

271bid., p-. 667.
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the'whole’boemb' There is also the example of drama,:in
which varlous actlons are carefully slmulated yet that
51mulat10n is not allowod to- reach a. p01nt at which it
will actually deceive. We are not .after all .decerved
when Hamlet klllS Polonlus 1nto bellefs and reactlons
con51§tent w1th w1tne551ng an:actual murder.‘ Thé range

[
of 51mulatlon 1s restrlcted in part by the artlfLC1al

‘apparatus of stage craft It should also be noted that

‘some restralnt on the. 51mulatlon 1s provrded by . the

subsidiary reallzatlon of the-audrence members that they.
are in fact attendlng a play v ThlS sub51d1ary reallza—'

tion enables the audience to V1ew the murder of Polonlus

' w1th--hopefully_-a dlfferent emotlonal attltude to that

with which they would view the murder of the local

gas statlon attendant durlng a" robbery

. of - ‘course 1t doesn't always work qultg that way.

There is, for example, the dellghtful tale of a remote

and 1solated Berber ‘tribe confronted W1th thelr flrst

movie. When the villain flung the her01ne over.hls '

.saddle and'gallOped away, the trlbesmen leaped to their

feet as one man, drew"thelr scimitars, and dashed through

_the screen in hot pursult. (Not for nothlng are movies”

the .most realistic of'the repreSentative arts. Or are-.

i\\\Few persons who have worked in aesthetlcs would

'deny that one characterlstlc of the aesthetlc manner of

-
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perceiving is a capacity for emotion. -We“ordlnarily‘
~expect”some sorthof emotlonal impact-to‘be inuolved in
. an encounter.wit an aesthetic object, .SUch‘that.we‘are
angered or uplifted saddened or made Jubllant etc.
But\as'Polanyi, not to mention many another philosopher
'notes,.there is a dlfference‘between aesthetic emotlons
andhemotions of other kinds " Unlike the Berbers,“we do
‘not rise to pursue the V1Jla1n.‘ And'in‘the unlikely‘
event that we leap onto the stage to- turn Hamlet over to
the authorrtles--or help him get away,.dependlng on our
bsympathles-—lt may serlously be questloned whether we
are any longer‘actlng in an aesthetlc manner._ ThlS-
attitude i; commonly understood hyiphilosophers to be
opposed.to‘what'might hevcalled a practical or-everyday
'attltude, which,might unoerstandably motivate us to take'
some aractlcal action. | |
f~' o But we have .gone now from speaking of emotions to
speaking of attitudes, whieh is probably just as well.be,*'
In our diséusSion of‘Clive‘Bell's position;:it was\
pointed.outithat he postulates the\existence_of a particu-
lar aesthetie emotion, thehpresence of which is evoked
in those eapable,ofkfeeling it by significant form. éit
there are:prohlems with this~VieW. For one thing, there

~ are numerous possible aesthetic emotions. We may be
: ~ .
~.

uplifted or made jubilant,‘Which might corféspghd to

Bell's austere and icy heights. But it does not seem to
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be obvrously mrstakcn to say that we may be‘said‘to he
angercd, or saddencd, or cven dusg uatcd cand stitd be
bsard to be acsthetically moved. But,perhaps'&ven more
1mportantly, ”even if the postulated emotlan could be
1dent1f1ed its arousal in the recipient would not.
hprOV1de the necessary crlterion of relevance. The
-reason for this is- that an aesthetlc experlence does not
‘seem to me 1neV1tably ‘an emotional one. 28 It 1s~per-
fectly_concelvable,-for example, that two persons having
an argument about whether a‘palnting was delicate'or .
1n51p1d could. defer to the authorlty of a pas51ng.expert,
hwho could-: take a: qulck look at the palntlng, pronounce.
it delicate or 1nslp1d “and hurry on hlS way Wlthout
feellng any correspondlng aesthet1c emotion.. Neverthe-
‘less,'the expert would have had’ an aesthetlc experlence-—
perhaps aesthetlc experlence at 1ts most ba51c_-1n thus'
percelvlng the palntlng s aesthetlc feature. It does.
not seem, then, that emotlonal capac1ty is a necessary
prereouisite for aesthetic perceptlon in 1nd1v1dual,,
cases (though it is worth p01nt1ng out that it may still
be, and in some sense I think stlll 1s, relevant to the
original development'of’the'capac1ty here so.casually
exercised) Is there any characterlstlc attitude wthh

lmlght apply to all these 51tuat10ns7

_ 28E M. Bartlett "The Determination of the
Aesthetlc Mlnlmum," Proceedlngs of the Arlstotelran
‘SOC1etX' 1934-1935, p. 121. .

. -
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'One 1nterest1ng account whlch attempts to .

characternze the attltude common to aesthetlc experlcnce

these vatylng 51tuat1ons, one which gave rise to much -
subsequent speculatlon is Edward Bullough's artlcle on
psych1cal dlstance.- He illustrates the meanlng of the
term ”psychlcal dlstance" by a strlklng 1llustratlon of
I;a fog at sea. A fog at sea, as he p01nts out is not’
only phy51cally annuv1ng and dangerouS, but by V1rtue of
its obscurlty and 1solatlon productlve 5f strained
anx1ety, of feellngs of 1nV1s1ble dangers. lurking just

'beyond the - range of human; perceptlon. It is nevertheless

p0551ble to enJoy,Aln one sense of ‘the term,'Such a~fog, ‘

'”Dlrect the attentlon to the features: 'obJectlvely
constltutlng the phenomenon_-the vell surroundlng you
fW1th an’ opaqueness as’ of transparent mllk, blurrlng the
-.outllne of thlngs and dlstortlng thelr shapes 1nto ‘weird
grotesqneness‘; . ; ano above all the strange solltude
“:and remoteness from the Wofldi as 1t can ‘be’ found only
]bﬁ-the highest mountain tops,iand the experlence may
acqulre, -in 1ts uncannv 1ng11ng of repose and terrortra
:flavor of such concenttated p013nancy and dellght as to
contrast sharply W1th the blind and dlstempered anx1ety ;

of its other aspects ”29 He. compares thls contrast to

o

29Edward Bullough "Psychlcal Dlstance as a

nFactor in Art and an Esthetic Principle," British Journal

of Psychology, 1913. Reprlnted in A Modern Book ot
Esthetics, pp- 316 17.




LR T
’ -, :
. LR .
5
R - ‘ i .
. X : T, }7 « :
the 1mpre551on we sometimes experlence when'”WL swatch v
'Y w0

the consummatlon of some 1mpend1ng cataﬁtrophe with the“

(h. !‘N\u '

marvel1ng unconcern of a mere spectator'"ﬁp Th&s is due,‘
ﬁ'\.‘,
he goes on to say, -to the 1nsert1qn of what'ﬁb call

B
\

distance..

This Distance appears to lie between our own self

~and its. affections, using the latter term in. its

broadest sense as anythlng which affects our being,

‘bodily or- splrltually, e.g. as -‘sensation, perception,

emotional stage or idea. Usually, though not always,

it amounts to\ihe same thing to say that the Distance

"lies between our own self and such objects as are

the sources or vehicles of such affect10ns.31
"DistanCe, then, abstracts from the experlence its
practical'character, removes it from the impact of other
_concerns. |

To 1llustrate how thls mlght work, 1et~us con-
51der an example of the art form Wthh perhaps more
l.than any other, often is not aesthetlcally percelved
_because many of 1ts spectators fall to malntaln this

' ”dlstance._ ThlS art form is the bullflght Let us
suppose that a-bullfight- is v;ewed by someone haV1ng the
‘falrly ordlnary and-qulte understandable attitude
';towards physxcal danger that it is somethlng which
'sen51ble persons av01d rather than court Such a person

-mlght equally have the attltude that danger is somethlng

‘which could be courted or watched only by someone in

. 2

301pid., p. 317.

311bid.

"
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1

~scarch of a cheap thrtll. Needless Lo say, if such a
spectator is not able to distance himself from such an
”attitude-temporariLy; he will hardly be dlikely to note

. _
.the grace of a sﬁectable in which a foolishly brave mans

B c . N

_attempts to prevent a large, very dangerous, wild;nnimal
fromigoring him to death by aning a piece of red cloth
at‘it. Another, spectator might be‘very‘fond of animals,
or a least regard any not;strictly-necessary pain
~inflicted on them as‘én unnecessary evil. Such‘a spec~
tator, 1f he 1s unable to' or 51mply refuses to distance
hlmself from"’ thls attltude, 'will observe the spectacle

in avstate'of moral‘outrage, and, shocked<by the injured

- R ) - . A . ‘)
horses and sure that the bull is in torment, wyill be not
: ; : AL UE

‘very likerL—will be.perheps even rendered forever.
_1ncapable &to see in the spectacle the’almost 31nlster
delicacy of the bullflghter or the noblllty (1n the_
technlcal aesthetlc sense of that term) of the Toro

Bravo. For people llke thAs, as Ernest Hemlngway put it

‘in.Death in the Afternoon, "all explanatlon will be

1

rendered meanlngless be51de the obV1ous moral wrongness

of the bullflght ”32 We may contrast these spectatdrs
\

'.w1th the bullflght af1c1anado, one who has thlS sense

.of tragedy and rltual of the- flght SO that the minor N

aspects are not 1mportant except as they relate to the
. : ’

S 32Ernest Hemlngway, Death in the Afternoﬂ? (New
“York: ‘Charles Scribner's Sons, 1932), p.. 10.

P

———
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whole."33 It is worth notlng that a bullflght af1c1anado-, -

may well have, out51de the ,arena, the attltudes descrlbed

o

as- detr;mental tQ those ipectators unable to leave themi'

‘at the arena gate. Certalnly,fthe af1c1anado need not be .

»

'expected to hold the converse of those attltudes, to beat'

S G

hlS dogs and 1dollze Evel Knlevel Rather,_hls attltude

)

. can be at least mlnlmallv deflned as one of not allow1ng ’

*certalnly not" make 1t an aesthetlc observatlon _ Bullough

‘other concerns to 1nterfere “1th hls per rx;ng the_bull,
.flght aesthetlcall} Perhaps the absence, or at least |
‘the temporary suspen51on, of other . concerns I's one’ thlng

' whlch enables us to form aesthetlc gestalten o NS

But even if - thls 1s ‘a factor in aesthetlc gestaltw

format1on, and I thlnk it 1s,’1t st1ll only partlally

fenables us: to expdaln how we are able to form such
vgesraltenr To reiterate a p01nt‘already’made, the non-'l

_aesthetic, nonqintérpretiVe description’of-an*aeSihetic‘

'obJecf need not 1nvolve any parrlcularly personal

. . . . N

attltude elther.l I need not have any attltude at all to

'note that somethlng is red or. has three 51des. But myq

maklng such an observatlon 1dly or casually would

'mlght reply here that whlle psychlcal dlstance is not

personal we would not want to call it 1mpersonal either.
> .
And admlttedly, 1dle or casual percegélon does not seem ' he

\_‘\

33,Ibido 1‘ ‘p o.’ 9/- - 4_ ‘ - : . | - |

P . i . e
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‘3
 to be synonymous w1th aesthetlc perceotron Buliough
L'hlmself compares thls‘personal/lmpcrsonal att1tude Jof
dlstance to the "marvellng unconcern of a mere specta-
torn34 watchlng ‘an 1mpend1ng dlsaster unfold Whlle we
mlght be wxlllng to admlt that there are 1mpersonal" |

emotlons,blt is dlfflcult to say Just ‘how we. would g
- :

dlfferentlate them from the emotlons of a. spectator
,‘watchlng the six o'clock newsﬁﬁwhlch 1s, to my ‘mind,

". rather a: dublous candlmxge f o, an aesthetlc experlencer

. e
. :‘6.: -
re

T ' _ : The obJectlon here is dlrected-toward the obJect,
S0. perhaps we should agaln try leav1ng ‘the. aesthetlc

©

attltude and g01ng back to the aesthetic obJect We;
-mlght want to resort to another attempt to characterlze
dthe obJect,_con51der1ng whetner the personal/1mpersonal

attltude Wthh 1n at least some 1nstances characterlzes'

Qdes}hetlc perceptlon is" somehow made possible by some

v

%gfeiﬁure of the aesthetlc obJecg% We mlght con51der,’foﬁ

example,'the trans—natural nature of ,the aesthetlc e
, e - s

obJect positedAby PoLanyi, But thls, whlle 1t mlght be
‘helpful ’agaln presents us with problems' .For one thing,
1t renders all photographs-aesthetlc\obgects by V1rtuev‘v
“of thelr comblnlng flatness w1th perspectlval depth, a
'result I ‘think it questlonable,‘at least 10 allow.

©

’ﬁFurthermore, thls trans- natural nature of the arts may
. . J,]" .

4

- 34yllough, ,'!Psychic;agi;.\ﬂi’sf,gérryé‘e,f'sétp@ 317.

e,

g
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exclude from the realm of the- aesthetlc at least one

recognlzed category of aesthetic obJects, namely,

' tromp l'oellbpa;ntlngs, one feature of wh1ch s that -
they;could'be,kand yet are_not,.there.' Such exclu51ons

are moot at best. . ... oo '1a:‘,; 'I'

What has been accompllshed by . thls rather cavaller'

and 1ncomplete treatment ‘of the v1ews of Bell Polanyl,

\
‘and Bullough7 Only to see that none of these.’ character-

@

1zatlons w1ll stand alone in characterlzlng aesthetlc )

»

Aperceptlon It 1s a poxnt Wthh has been made before /
and w1ll no doubt be’ made agaln in the hlstory of “

\aesthetlcs that 2?»snngle ch&racterlzatlon of the' .
aesthetlc ever seems able to stand alone. ThlS has been
said. not only of characterlzatlons 51m11ar'to}these in
apprOach (e.g-. ‘Roger Fry, J@hn Dewey, etc! ) but'hasfﬂ
~been . shown to apply to characterlzatlons in’ terms‘of

ulture, educatlon, psychology, the Nature of the

Beautlful 1mag1natlon, étc.,.etc., ad»lnfrnltumifadl

~ " o~

“nauseum._ But perhaps what is most 1nterest1ng about
thlS account 1s what 1t has not shown Whlle no one:

is completely correct--whether because the.characterlza-
he offers does not flt all aesthetlc 51tuatlons,'or |
whether whlle 1t does seem to flt aesthetlc 51tuatlons,
“Alt also .seems to fit sltuatlons not so obv1ously | |
aesthetlc--no one would aant to say that Bell Polanyl,’

AR
.

2]

~

'would want to say that elther Bell Polanyl, or Bullough :ﬂ

N
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and Bullough are completely wrong elther.ﬁ Any of the
factors they c1te in thelr characterlzatlons of the,'
oaesthetlc could well be. 1nfluences on our manner of-
perce1V1ng Wthh could enable us to form aesthetlc
gestalten | .v \
| we have reached here .a polnt where we may
profitabiyfask whether much wh1ch has ‘been done in the
historY'of-aesthetlcs has been less successful than it
mlght have;been because 1t has proceeded from certalnv'
mlstaken assumptlons. A 51m11ar questlon has been. made L
famous, of course, by Wllllam E .- Kennlck s well~ known _'

paper, ”Does Tradltlonal Aesthetlcs Rest on a Mlstake?”35q

But whlle the substance of hlS crltlclsm of aesthetlcs

els substantlally llngulstlc,'mlne 1s eplstemologlcal 36

| What 1s wrong W1th such theorles as those of Bell
and Bullough is. tha{,they are looklng for some one mark
or. set of marks which. Wlll cﬁaracterlze all 1nstances of
the aesthetlc and gg;x 1nstances of the aesthetlc. Of.
late a trend has developed among aesthet1c1ans to search
f1n§t¢ad Wfor what, to torture a phrase of Wlttgensteln Sty
we‘can'cail ffamily>resemblances 11137 . Instead of. |

..’.' N . N -'. vb 4‘1

[

S

o 35william W. Kennick ""Does Tradltlonal Aesthetlcs

Rest on a Mlstake7", Mlnd 1958.' -

- N . . 6‘ .
36Thls is not, .of course, to say whether these

.‘drfferlng approaches are compatlble, a questlon I am

._certalnly not obliged to raise:’ here.

Lot
L RN

° : , CE
/e¢ 37Kenn1ck, ”Tradltlonal Aesthetlcs, p. 323.
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searchxng for necessary and suff1c1ent crlterla for
characterlzlng the aesthetlc, they prefer to- make llStS
of p0551ble crlterla Wthh constltute "famlly resem-.:

© .

blances,"and con51der that partlal adherence to theseh
crlterla 1s suff1C1ent to esfabllsh somethlngvas-
aesthetlc -The . obJectlon can Stlll be ralsed'against

the ”famlly reseﬁblances"'whlch was ralsed agalnst

necassary crlterla, that whlle each resemblance does

.vseem to flgégesthetlc 51tuatlons, they also seem to flt’

51tuatlons not so obV1ously aesthetlc.. But whlle thls

7nls true of 1nd1v1dual resemblances, 1t 1s perhaps not SO -

L

telllng agalnst the aggregate.‘ A 51tuatlon, an obgect
e 4,1‘ v

2 ’
s or a perceptlon to whlch a; great@many common characterl—

3t =

zatlons of the aesthetlc apply 1s not one the aESthet1C‘

3

‘nature of whlch we are llkely to questlon.; The problem
w1th thls approach is that 1t leaves the bordénl;ne

- between aesthetlc and non aesthetlc as fuzzy TAs 1t ever
:Was. At least those aesthet1c1ans who searthed for a’

»

necessary and suff1c1ent crlterlon or set oﬁ,ﬁrlterla .
. L ‘ M "
_had the advantage of know1ng that if - ever. thelr earch

ﬁwasisuccessful they would have a. sharp boundary of

#

demarcatlon That the fu221ness of the famlly resemblance

boundary bothers some aesthetlclans at least who have
taken that approach is shown by the phenomenon of those
practltloners of the: approach who w1ll llSt for'>

example,,seven resemblance~crlter1a, and who w1ll then‘



“'being 1eft;w1th

assert that the presence of any flVC'Of these criteria

'assures that whatever ‘is under con51deratlon 15';
aesthetlc. The temptatlon 1s almoﬁ? 1rre51stable to ask
';at thls point whether anythlng meetlng four of those o
‘crlterla 1sfourﬁf1fths aesthet1c, anythlng meetlng three,
'.three flfths aesthetlc, and so. on. The real, questlon,

»to my. mlnd,\ls whether ‘we really need to - worry about

rwad 5 fuzzy borderllne, and 1f not,

why not. '

JEHE

etlc 51tuatrons is aesthetlc perceptlon, what occurs
N 4

someone observes an aesthetlc obJect and percelves:

115 &esthetlc features, looks at a. palntlng, for example, N

and sees 1ts dellcacy, or 1ooks at a young tree and sees

;1ts grace . As I p01nted out earller in thls chapter,
this pro@ﬁﬁs is one in’ Wthh a gestalt formatlon takes-

‘.place, in Wthh the obJect s sub51d1ary features aqi
«anranged by the percelver 1nto an aesthetlc whole, 1 e.

._an aesthetlc feature. The capac1ty to form such a f
1gestalt 1s ‘the result of a varlefy of 1nfluences, educa;

‘tlonal, psycholog1ca1 'etc But We should not forget ’/<f

°

'_that all perceptlon is a process of . gestalt formatlon

-4

made p0551ble by the capac;ty of the percelver, and alsok'

r

”the result of a varlety of 1nfluences, Whlle phy51oQ

log1cal 1nfluences are most 1mportant in non- aesthetlc S

&
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fglven in terms of a strlct,‘two part dlsthctlon

-~Aesthet1c features include features Wthh are always

'perception, there are'other factors which caniand db

1nfluence the formatlon process Slbley himself,

dlstlngulshlng aesthetlc features from ‘non- aesthetlc

0

‘features, w1sely relles on the use of examples ' It 1s’

{

'1nterest1ng to note, tOO,,that the llStS he glves of

aesthetlc features and non- aesthetlc features are not

&

. 1 :‘:‘ Az

aesthetlc, features whlch are sometlmes aesthetlc, and

features’ whlch are rarely aesthetlc : leen the rlght

;context, even a nOn aesthetlc feature can be aesthetlc.

Let&me ask agaln a questlon -1 asked to begln

, thls dlSCUSSlOﬂ» What makes aesthetlc perceptlon

aesthetlc7_ 1 hope 1t is beglnnlng to become clear that
there is a‘sense in whlch thls questlon can be very mls-‘
leadlng It is the sa sense in. Wthh the questlon
"What 1s the d1fference between aesthetlc perceptlon and-

non- aesthetlc perceptlon?" would be understood to be,‘

',asklng for’ two perceptlone»lnstead of tmo varlatJons on'

- TRy

a - 51ngle theme._ Perhaps 1t would be less mlsléadlng 1n'-""

the long run to ask not what makes aesthetlc perceptlon

vaesthetlc, but 51mply what makes Qercegtlon aesthetxe- .

To be sure, there are dlfferences betweenggi .

'lthetlc perceptlon and. nonpaesthetlc perceptlon. Indeed,

<

there must be dlfferences 1f the tefm "aesthetlc"lls‘to

have any meaning at all.' They may even be qulte

e

. A Ce - .- i a _’ -
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subsfﬁntial differgnces; ’But they are‘not substant}aiv
“in the .sense that aesthetic perceptlon and nonLaesthetic
perceptlon are members of. two dlfferent speC1cs - ‘Both
are gestalt ﬁormat1on processes, and both are made
“p0551ble by the capacltles of the perceiver,, ‘which
‘capaC1t1es may be affected by a variety of 1nfluences
"For thls reason, far from belng dlsmayed that the boundary
'11nes between aesthetlc and non aesthetlc perCeptlon are -
ybroad and fuzzy, we should reallze that fuzzy boundarles
>are prec1sely what we should have expected.; When we

reallze that the dlstlnctlon between aesthetlc and non-_

aesthetlc perceptlon is blurred not because we have not

-
v

y!& looked hard enough to see the llne of demarcatron,
but because aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc perceptlon shade:
as naturally 1nto each other as varlatlons :hade into
Tthelr theme, we will no longer thlnk 1t necessary to
. .seorch for such a hard and fast dlstlnctl%n Fuzzy
b o oaries, understood in thls sense,»make the dlsﬂlnc-
ftio 3 between aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc not harder tO‘«
draw,. butTea51er; If we ‘are not after reallzlng thlS, '
.content W1th such characterlzatlons dyh%he aesthet1c as
' we already have wh1ch mlght serve.as 1nfluences on the
aesthetlc manner of perce1V1ng,<it-Should'be a discontent
»whlch comes not from our de31re to change the character-
hlzatlon of the aesthetlcbut from a de51re to enrlch ouril
cdncept;of;it,; From. that p01nt of v;ew,,the p0551b111t1es

~-

<« -



for speculation are'broad indeed. 'As Wittgenstein said
about aesthetlc appreciation,

It is not only d1ff1cult to descrlbe ‘what apprecia-

tion consists in, but impossible. To describe what
it consists in, we would have to descrlbe the whole
env1ronment 38 - ‘ o

. We come . now to.the second questlon wlth whlch-
this. chapgeruls concerned Why are we unable to infer
»from the ex1stence of certaln non-aesthetic features of
.a work of art that the work w1ll also have certaln |
_aesthetlc features? What is wrong. W1th,that ‘model of
'explanatlon7 Slbley has already glven us the beglnnlngs
Qof an answer by p01nt1ng out that taste 1s the ablllty .
’to Qercelve the aesthetlc features of a work of art. We
do not 1nfer that "Don. Qulxote" is crude or balanced we
see that 1t 15.? And whlle to a certaln extent 1t 1s,
fpos51ble to tell someone how to see somethlng-—81bley
_glves several examples of such 1nstructlons, for Wthh
seepmges 15 lé--ltls never possrble to do. " so in any
loglcally suff1c1ent manner We "may once agaln make use
‘of one of Polanyl S phrases>and say that whlle we know-

. how .to see aesthetlc featur urselves, we know more
.than we can tell., Why is th1§~the case7»‘ o i;

Whlle the vast maJorlty of phllosophers; Slbley

inCluded admlt that there is-a relatlonshlp between

38Ludw1g W1ttgenste1n, Lectures and Conversatlons o

(Berkeley and Los AngeleS" University. OT’Callfornla
_Press, 1972), p- 7. o ,



86

aesthetic "and non-aes stietic ftaturcs,_it is extremely
diffiCult to articulate this relationship. Let us

: -~ .
-consider the situation. Given our explanation of -

"aesthetic perception, whenever anyone sees an aesthetic .
feature, he is‘able to see the related'non-aesthetic
features only 1nsofar ax they function as parts of the
perceived aesthetic whole..,Hls awareness of those
features is Subsidiery rather than focal! vHercen no more
see both the aesfhetic feétyre and the relafed non- 
aesthetlc features at the same time as he can see both
the duck and the rabbit of the duck/rabblt at the same
time. 2 This aIOne presents a con51derable obstacle~to anf
successful eluC1datlon of ‘the’ exact relatlonshlp between
aestheflc-and‘non—aesthetlc features, for 1t makes it
~e1mp0551ble to take any careful 1nventory of the non;»
aesthetlc features while perce1V1ng the reia@%d aesthetlc

.feature

There isna-further~difficulty of articulatione

-'here. To descrlbe the relatlonshlp of non-aesthetic

_features to. aesthetlc features, we are forced to descrlbeo

'.exactly that--relatlonshlp And relatlonshlps, functlons;

;arrangement 1ntegra€y0n,:etc. can ofte:. b extremely‘
dlfflcult to descrlbe Even flndlng the voLabulary to-
successfully deScrlbe such thlngs would present most of
:,us w1th a thorny problem 1ndeed More 1mportant ~

‘.however, is ‘a point-already made,'that our percep}ion 
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depends in large part on what [ have been calling our

manner of perceiving. The numerous influences which

enable us to perceive thing$ in the ways we do, 1n this_
case aesthetically, must be bPresent to at least some
extent before we will ourselves be able to see the

”n

relationships, functions,/etc. which have beeh articulated
to us. And,tdxreaCh this pOint.is presumablybthe aim of‘
any attempt to artlculate the rela‘lonshlp between
aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc features.

The problem of telllng someone_how'to»see-
aeetheticaliy is the‘problem of telling someone how to
become " a connoiseeuﬁ; similar in hany.respects to telling

50meone how  to peff rmyskillfully, At this juﬁcturg it N

_Wlll probably be™ 1 to give a‘descriptionfof an art

'connoxs§eur, con51der1ng what problems are xnvolVed in
‘the process of - g1v1ng .that descrlptlon |

‘ As has already been p01nted out the maln
“dlfference between Sklll and conn01sseursh1p is that
hsklll must 1nclude act%on aélented toward a partlcular
bgoal whlle conn01sseursh1p need 1nclude no such actlons 7
Abut may consxst 51mply ln a Capacltv to observe rather

than to do. However, there are gillls Wthh are closely

related to conn01sseuf“hap in’ the arts,'whlch are even

b SO

‘founded upon it, such ‘gat’ wq must not 1n51st too.

4

vehemently on thls dlstlnctlon between them ._Certainly:

we would expect practltlonersofthe arts to be.

<
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would not. make him a conn01sse?r

'cannot do? Sibley;would want to-say

a0

e
connoisseurs of the arts though not vice versa. On the

other hand, there are skills we expe 't the connoisseur -

to have, such-that we might oxpcct him of having no .

" genuine apprec1atlon i1f he failed entlxoly in such Skllls

The . conn01sseur buys good records or palntlngs, attends
good cohcerts‘or art shows,~etc. When he becomes an
expert at such selection and is ‘in addition ‘good . at‘
shOW1ng __X these are good (1nsofar as that 1is p0551b1e)
to- those less accomplished than: hlmself we hdve the
spQC1allzed case of the art- cgltlc, the point at Wthh
onn01sseursh1p becomes most nearly sk111 *

- But whlle these are skilled achlevements, they
are properly based on the capac1ty to be a conn01sseur.“

rhat capaC1ty 1s not based on them.. It would be qulte'

,p0551ble for someone who read the rlght critics and

_1m1tated the rlght people to amass qulte an array of
»good records or palntlngs, to attend the best concerts’

‘or art’ shows, w1thout belng a genulne conn01sseur " The

skilled mimic -of co§h01sseurs would not- know for hlmself

whether a palntlng or symphony was good or not. He

would know only that other people knew The abllity'to

act in ways in Wthh conn01sseurs are expected to act’
. What, then, is characterlstlc of the: genulnﬁ;~

connoisseUr?' What -is he able to do whlchothe m1m1c

Lyt

S
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characteristic, prior to all others, 1is the abiltty to
perceive the aesthetic features of works of art. ﬁe can
hear rhythmic»balance or lack of it; can differentiate
~delicacy from iusipidity and boldneshﬂ?.hm ga;ishness,
. i :

]
and much, much more. The connoisseu

"taste. "~ He is
capable ofvaesthetic perception. Q‘ﬁgéght be poiute&
out here that there is more to it tfan that.  The
conhoisseur also'makes‘uaiue'judg.‘nts, for.example, but

¥

‘this is secondary. The connoisseur presumably should e
tknow‘what aesthetic features are good‘or bad in aréiuen
'.si‘tuati"on;~ But'beforezhe can make value judgmentslinha
given situation, he must be able to perceive the

aesthetic featutes of a wOrk\df~art, -

The conn01sseur knows how to see aesthetlc
,features,‘ But faced w1th a- 51tuat10n of trylng to show~
'someone else how to. see them, he faces serlous problems.;
’Thls is not to say that there are ﬂot thlngs he can do,'
or ‘that he cannot hope for success f There are 1ndeed
many thlngs he- can do, and he - w1ll prObably be successful ]
'more tlmes than not» But thls success will not come ‘about
because the person he 1s trylng to help has managed to

" make an 1nference from non- aesthetlc to aesthetic features.
hThe conn01sseur‘must be to the ‘man who cannot yet see an.
'aesthetlc feature as a- master to an. apprentlce. H1s aim ' ",
'lf\must be qulte 11terally to show the apprentlce aeighétTcef// -
bfeatures...u o - : R e o
,\‘: : R
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<1t has already heen poin tu-r} out that a whole 1s
nu)ré than the sum of its parts, because, at the voxfy
least,‘ruose parts must be arranged in certain ways. At
least part of the arrangement, function; integration,

- ;

etc. of those»parts‘is due not to the parts themselves
bu% to the.waylin which we see them. This makes 1t
clegr that the apprentice cannot simply be told what the
relevant paﬁts‘are."ﬁven telling how those parts were
arranged, assuming that were possible, would not be
enough, for he would have to be told how those parts are
arranged, ﬁot inﬁisolation, but insofar as they partici-

pate in the wholef Needless to say, this would be

dlfflCult to - do when the whole is prec1sely what cannpt

be seen. ObV1ously, what must happen is that the

A
apprentlce must have hls manner of percelmlng altered to

the p01nt where hls perceptlon will be abre to form the
gestalt v

Before the connoisseur's ‘task as the apprentlce s

i /
master beglns to sound too complib onerous, or ‘even,

w '

esoterlc however, let me p01nt out that-ffortunately for

hlm--he w1ll not be operatlng in a vacuurm. To begln w1th

4
he can take phys1ology for granted. No one would be so

fOOllSh as to try to ‘teach a blind man to see 'in any but

—.
—

a purely metaphorlcaL sense. Whlle this p01nt may seem
: almost’ ludicrously tr1v1al to some, I think it not

'unlmportant.‘JAfter all,: the Phy51cal capaclty for srght;

R

‘(Ql



%«
29499 :
NATIONAL. LIBRARY BlBLlOTHE‘QUE NATIONALE
4.y OTTAWA _ OTTAWA
v o - cAHAlAi‘
\ )
" NAME OF AUTHOR ..... I&%rzsy. .S.u.Z.a.rz .Iﬁr,g.e.rzt. .................. :
4 T IT LE OF THESIS.. ) .A.’E .Fi?%s.t.?“i".l.".g.i.c.a.l. .I.r‘.".e.f.'%ig.a.?‘i.".n. of ...
: - Aesthetic Perceptlon o ) ‘ v,_. 
| » A..‘. ............ B I I R S R tﬁ
: ,UNIVERSITY ....... Unxvqrsny Qﬁ Alharta. .......... R e
: DJEGREE FOR WHICH THESIS wAs PRESENTED M.. I WO SN Ao
' . : : B L Nos e
YEAR . THIS DEGREE GRANTED L976 L U

Perm1551on is hereby granted

..

to THE NATIONAL LIBRARY

- OF. CANADA to. m1crof11m thls the51s and to lend or sell coples ”

',of the f11m

The author reserves other publlcatlon r1ghts and
-ne1ther the thes1s nor. exten51ve extracts from it may be;

pr1nted or otherw1se reproduced W1thout the author's

written perm1ss1on.

A

DATED .. .;” i/m«/

NL-91 (10-68)

4

(S1gned) ZZany ﬂvv'd(//£40°7b-.;

PERMANENT ADDRESS

’ ..3@:.%&.39%.%63 ............
.,W@%@Q%Xa.ﬁex%s. ........ .
L) .A.' .............. y e

19 7 . |

. ,_" B \
RISITY

QES F‘,



- INFORMATION'TO‘USERS -

THIS DISSERTATION HAS BEEN A
MICROFILMED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

This coﬁy was. produced from a m1CKof :
fiche copy of the 0r1g1na1 document.™

“The quality of the ‘copy is heavily:
,dependent upon the:quality of the
eriginal thesis submitted for .
“microfilming. Every effort fras
‘been made to ensure the h1ghest ‘
: qua11ty of reproduct1on poss1b1e.

: PLEASE NOTE Some pages may “have -
indistinct pr1nt F11med as R
: rece1ved T . :

Canad1an Theses D1v151on

- Cataloguing. Branch

National:Library of Canada
- Ottawa,-Canada . KTA ON4 ( -

A

~/

"AVIS AUX USAGERS

" LA THESE A ETE MICROFILMEE =
o JELLE QUE Nous L'AVONS RECUE.

- Cette c‘1e a 6té fa1te a part1r

d'une microfiche du document . _
origimal. ‘La qualité de Ta copie

~-dépend. grandement de la qua11té
- de la.th#&se soumise pour le”

microfilmage. Nous avons tout
fait pour assurer une qualité.
supér1eure de reproduct1on

'ENOTA BENE : La qua11té d’ 1mpress10n']

de certaines pagks peut laisser- a

'”.dés1rer Microfilmée- telle que
. nous 1 avons regue ,

D1v1s1on des. tnéses canad1ennes
Direction: du- catalogage
Biblioth&que nationale du Canada

- Ottawa, Canada. -~ ﬁKTA ON4



N

" 'THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

AN EPISTEMOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION"/
"OF AESTHETIC PERCEPTION _* SRR

. NANCY sUZ NLA‘RGENT"“ o

o

o , _ o ‘A THESIS :' . _ |
ﬁ SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH -

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT<n=THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE'
‘ ’ ' OF MASTER OF ARTS ' o

. -DEPARTMENT: PH'I"LOSOPHY..A

EDMONTON ALBERTA -
TSPRING, 1976

-

-



_7for acceptance, a the51s entltled "An Eplstemologlcal

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDTES AND RESEARCH SRR

- -

. " - o L B _‘»' - . . . s e . 4 - .

The under51gned certlfy that they have read and"

3recommend to. the Faculty of Graduate Studles and Research

_ Investlgatlon of Aesthetlc Perceptlon Vsubmltted by

~Nancy Suzan Largent in partlal fulfllment of the requ1re-"_ﬁ

&

.Rments for the degree of Master of Arts.]

-

T e, o Superv1sor,g

Date . ,2 /J/)(_AJJJA 7~ L’?})Lj
. ;"" - o . .
oL R R



* ABSTRACT -
s | o
This the51s is an attempt to apply eplstemology‘

to aesthetlcs. Its prlmary a1m 1s to prov1de a general"
account of the worklngs of perceptlon 1n terms of whlch"

;\sense can best be made of the worklngs of aesthetlc f"v'

- -
—

:perceptlon. The the51s 1s d1V1ded 1nto three chapters
"and a conclu51on, w1th the follow1ng contents.'_

' A Chapter 1 sets up the" problem ’ It offersvano
account of Frank Slbiey s theorles about aesthetlc taste
haThe prlmary questlon A4S how 1t 15 p0551ble to diStlﬂgUlSh
the aesthetlc features of an’ aesthetlc obJect.»'Thef :

;Nanswer offered 1s that 1t 1s p0551ble to percelve
';jaesthetlc features. The questlon then becomes how 1t 1s
‘sp0551ble to percelve aesthet1c features, in. what senSe,“
-lflf any, aesthet1c perceptlon dlffers from ordlnary;eye-,3'

AN “_ I R4

’slght and hearlng - o

P

"»‘} Chapter 2 prOV1des a general account of‘perceptionv
'hderlved from the eplstemlegy of Mlchael Polanyl, Wlth .h'
fsome reference to theorles of perceptlon held by gestalt
tﬂpsychology ThlS account ultlmately descrlbes perceptlon _'
;as the perceptlon of wholes, and 1t descrlbes the process‘h}

jof perceptlon as ‘a gestalt formatlon process. }si.{

ivo



account of. aesthetlc perceptlon .could be erected It

W -

hapter 3 prov1des a foundatlon on which an
N

does this by suggestlng the llnes Wthh would have to- be;

taken to prov1de -an account of aesthetlc perceptlon ‘as’ a

process of format1on of aesthetlc gestalten.r It is an

"1nterest1ng 51de11ght of thlS chapter that it shows that B

the d1fference between aesthetlc perceptlon and non-
aesthetlc percept1on is not as great ‘as has commonly
been supposed | _ , » :

| The Conclu51on brlefly sketches out the relevahce

of thls acqount of aesthetlc perceptlon to three 1mportant_'~

-controver51es 1n aesthetlcs (l) The questlon of what

b

B constltutes the aesthetlc obJect (2) Isolatlonlsm

versus contextual1sm. (3) ObJect1V1ty versus subgect1v1ty.

» s ' T CL e
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- INTRODUCTION

ThlS ‘thesis 1s an attempt to apply eplstemology

to aesthetics. 'More spec1f1ca11y, it 1s an attempt to

' glve an. account of perception 1n .terms of which- sense
'can be made of aesthetlc~percept10n>‘ -The tthlS.;tgelf

-is’divided into threeA y
TR

ts and a conclusion. By way

the contents of each. .
Chapter 1 sets up the problem.-‘In it, i'offer

an account of Frank Slbley s theorles about aesthetlc

taster Brlefly put, hls main p01nts are these~- C1) There

.. i1s a dlStlnCtlon between aesthet c and non aesthetlc

vfeatures. (2) Taste ‘is the ab111qy to percelve that an -

: aesthetlc obJect has aesthetlc feitures Not - only lS~
. . -

rtaste not.thelablllty to 1nfer the ex1stence of aesthetlc
‘te;tures»frpn'the ex1stence of non\aesthetlc features, |
but it.is not‘p0551ble to 1nfer the exdstence of aesthetlc‘
'featuresl}rcm tbat of mnon- aesthetlc features. (3) WhlleL'A
hthere is a relatlonshlp between aesthetlc and non-
aesthetlc features such that aesthetlc features depend

for thelr ex1stence ppon non-= aesthetlc features, the

: relatlgnshlp 1s.not'one‘of‘log1cal dependence.




I?or the most pvart, “though perhaps not without
slight‘modifications, I am in'agrcement with Sibley on
these points. My primary disagreement with Sibley 1is
that he fails to provide us Wlth any account of aesthetic
perceptmon. He maintains, after all, that we determine
the existence of aesthetic features by-mecans of aesthetic
perception. It is unfortunate, given the significance of

this clalm, that the only account offered of aesthetic
perceptlon is. that it is that perceptlon which enables us
to percelve the aesthetic features of* an aesthetic object.
He decllnes to say how we should be\able to do this.

" This is not merely inadequate. 1t is woefully circular.
What is}needed,to ena this circu1arity,and~sustaln'
Sibley's main points isvankaccount of the workings of
perceptioﬁ which will enable'us to make sense 5% aeSthetic
‘perceptlon. —Furthermore,'what is needed is an account of
iperceptlon Wthh will’ enable us to explaln why we cannot
1nfer the eX1stence of aesthetlc features from. theA ’

fex1stence of non- aesthetlc features.'

Perhaps ‘this 1s the place to make one thlng clear

’before any p0551b1e confus1on can come of it. What .
"SIbleY means--and what I mean-—here by aesthetlc features
1s those features of aesthetlc obJects wh1ch are per--‘ll
celvable. There are. also, of course, aesthetlc features

i Wthh are evaluatlve, and there are also aesthetic

'features which arevlnterpretlve.“ The.determination that



an aesthetic object has fcutures‘nf these last two kinds
is, at least in pq;t, the result of: judgment. Tae account
here offeréd is notiintended to refer to such featuges as
the'e, but only to those aesthetic features which dre
sgnsory. In view of this reservétion,\it éhould be clear
that no attempt is here being made {b reduce aesthetic
evaluation or aesthetic integpretation to aesthetic ber—

ception. Though it 1is not impossible that a coherent

account Of.aesthetic perception might prove helpful in

.dealing with the issues of evaluation and interpretation

in aesthetics.
Chapter 2 prbvides an account of perception in

terms of which it becomes possible to make sense of

aesthetic perception. I offer an- account of perception

derived from the epistemology .of Michael Polanyi, with

- some reference to theories of perception held by gestalt

*

_psycholpgy. This leads:me ultimately to.describe per-

ception as the peréeption of_whbles, and to describe the

- . process of perception as.a process of géstalt formation.

i

For my purposes, the most important feature of this

account. is the point that in the formation of a perceptﬁal'

gestalt, one_significaht determining’féctor is the,

contribution made by'the,perceivef,vthe'way in which the

[+]

~object is seen. The way in which the object is sgen,'

Which I ¢all our manmer -of perceiving;\is detérmined by -
all so;ts of influences, physiological, psychdlogical,

o

(N3



Sociulngi.(?ul, ete., any or all of which contribute to -
the perceived whole. This account of perception has the
additional advantage of cﬁabli.np; us to explain why no .
perceived whole can ever be inferred from a list of 1its

parts, a necessary factor if we wish to preserve Jdne ot

‘the most significant featurgs of Sibley's account of

AN
taste. ’

Chapter 3 provides a foundatien on wﬁich'an
account of aesthetic perceptlon could4be ereeted. When
I began this thesis, I hoped myself to provide the |
complete account, rather than merely to dig the founda-
tiens. But I<ha;e found'it_neeessary to modify my claims.
It#preved”to\be beyond myvpowers adequately to character-
ize the aesthetic, at.least within the scope of "this
tﬂesis_. The’téason for my difficult?*sheuld beedme clear
in a moment. In the formatlon of a perceptual gestalt
the 51ngle most 1mgg[tant determanlng factor 1s the way
in which the obJect is percelved. It is because our
manner of perce1v1ng is aesthetlc that we perceive

anythlng aesthetlcally, Just as a non- aesthetlc manner

Aof perce1v1ng results in our perce1v1ng anythlng non—'

'"aesthetlcally. "So that to give a complete account of

aesthetlc perceptlon, a complete account‘of.the qesthetic
manner of perce1v1ng would have to be prov1ded It has

already been p01nted out thdt our manner. of perce1v1ng is

“Vdetermlned by 1nfluences of numerous kinds. The



characterizutions of the aesthetic apropos of emotional
factors, cul tural factors, etc. “Are multitudinous an
aesthet;cAlitefdture. Any attempt to prnVidc a complete
_1isting of such characterizations, let alone to argue
conclusively-for any group of them, would have requirced
another thesis, and a vast one u¥ that. [ have, there-
- :

fore, attempted only to suggestdfhc lines which would
have to be taken to provide an account of aesthetic
perception as a process of formation of aesthetic
gestalten: I thiﬂk; that I have shown that an account
of aesthetic perception along those lines 1is éhe account
«—-needed.

There is a sense, however, in which my modified
claim, far from being weakened, has been strengthened.
There has bee; a strong tendency for too iong among

.~ aestheticians to &egard aesthetic'perception as another
sense, almost completely isdlated'fgom ordihary eyesight,
hearing, etc. Polany1 s account of perceptlon shows us
that, on the contrary, both aesthetic perceptlon and
non-aesthetic perception are variations on the same theme
of pefception‘as a gestalt formation process: This 1is
nox to say there are no differences between thertwo, but

Jit is to say quite‘strongly_that they are nowhere near as
different ae theyvhave commonly been supposed to be. The

fact that the dlstlnctlon is not all that sharply

demarcated far from making it more ‘difficult to



charac tertse aesthetrc perveption, shontd, 1n the ln'l:\g
tun, make 1t tar sampler task.

Bestdes the above, chapter 8 constders, the
question of  why we are unable o anfen lhv‘a-xl'.(n'n{r- o
aesthetic teatures trom non-aesthetyo teatures, Not
only are we v}mhlml‘ to cope with that phenomenon, but we
are also enabled tuvg_xvg an account ot thd redatironship
of aesthetic features to aesthetic features,

.
Finally, chaptd®r 3 consitders the extent to which
. ‘
Frank Sipley would be likely to apree or disapree with
the account oftfered in this yhesis,

The Conclusion brietly sketches out the relevance
of this account of aesthetic perdeption to three mportant
contféversies in aesthetics. (1) The question ot what
constitutes the aesthetic object.  (2) Isolationism versus
Contextualism. (3) Objectivity versus subjectivity.
Aesthet?cians have d{splayod strong tendencres te run to
extremes when confronted with these 1ssues. It 15 perhaps
not the least advantage of this account that 1t suggests

possible middle-of-the-road positions with regard to cach

of these controversial 1ssues..
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| CI-l-APTER 1
“ To be%ln w1th it w1ll of course be necessary to -

glve an accéunt of Frank Slbley s notlon of . taste.,~Thei
follow1ng account 1s taken prlmarlly from hlS artlcles
"Aestheth Concepts“ and "Aesthetlc and Non Aesthetlc,
l.w1th seme reference to "Colours" and "ObJect1v1ty in -
: S o

Aesthetlcs.

o

Central to Slbley s work 1n aesthetlcs is the

Uy

dlstlnctlon he draws  between aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc
}eatures of works of art, with. a correspondlng distinction
between aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc 1erms.‘ It 1s a broad
distinction Wthh Slbley flrst makes by means of examples
og;the sorts of judgments, terms,.and_features'lnvolved. |
=’/For.example,'judgments\aboutrcolor, subject matter;;sound,
Wording, etc; are not orddnarily considered_to.involye
aesthetic Judgment. Slmllanﬂy,‘colors, notes,- etc. ajye
ordlnarlly con51dered not to be aesthetlc features,'nor

is red nor Eb necessarlly an’ aesthetlc term On the
other hand, the judgment that somethlng is graceful

(‘ dainty,.garish or balanced is an aesthetlc judgment.
Srmllarly, grace, balance, etc. are aesthetlc features,
%nd those terms by Wthh they are referred to are

aesthetic terms.‘ Slbley does not clalm that the dlstlnc_

tion is}pérféctlynblack,and white, acknowledglng that

wrey
[
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there is a borderllne area of . debatable cases between;_fi

the two poles of. the dlstlnctlon.g
.(h '\\ *

- Slbley does not dlrectly defend the distlhction
beyond glVlng hlS examples, malntalnlng that he can_ see f.
. no need to do so "To deny “such a dlstlnctlon is to be
precluded from dlscu551ng most questlons of aesthetlcs

at: all._ Just as one could hardly begln ethlcs w1thout

the prlor recognltlon that some Judgments and notlons do,
whlle others do not,’c0ncern morallty wl one must accept
that so;e Judgments are concerned W1th aesthetlc 1ssues
and some are not. However, since a great deal of hlS
work 1s dedlcated to maklng sense of the dlstlnctlon-_:
that is, p01nt1ng out the sorts of relatlonshlps between
'aesthetlc and non aesthetlc features, terms, and Judgments,_
:explalnlng in detall ;n what respects aesthetlc Judgments’
dlffer from non- aesthetlcs, étc.--lt could be malntalned
that the body of his" work 1tself constltutes an 1nd1rect
defense of the dlstlnctlon. For certalnly a clear and

thorough expos1t10n-of what 1s 1nvolved_1n the making of

a dlstlnctlon cannot but -add to 1ts plau51b111ty.

Q

One of the first p01nts on which Slbley 1n51sts
1s that aesthetlcs involves perceptlon of a certain klnd.

People have to see the grace or un1ty of a work,
_ hear the plaintiveness Or frenzy in the music, 7
notice the gaudlness of a- color scheme, feel the

lFrank N. Sibley, "Aesthetie and Non-Aesthetic,"
. Phllosophlcal Rev1ew, 1965, p. 135. : ‘ _ .
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:power of a novel its.mood, or its uncertalnty of
“tone. . . . Merely to Learn from others; -on.good -
authority, that the music is serene, the play
. moving, or'the . plcture unbalanced 1s of little.
-.aesthetlc value, the- cruC1al thlng 1s to see, hear'<
or feel. ~To suppose indeed that one can make: .
) aesthetlc Judgments w1thout aesthetlc perceptlon,
- say, by following rules of some kind, ‘is. to mis-.
undérstand - aesthetlc Judgment 2. B :

The perceptlon of Wthh Slbley speaks, however, shouldf_wa-° -
not be mlstaken for perceptlon in the most ordlnary.*' 4
sense. It is . equally true of certaln sorts of non-.

'aesthetlc Judgments, for example,_color Judgments, that

‘rperceptlon is 1nvolved 1n maklng them. ‘A color bl;nd man‘-n'f

%Judg;ng somethlng to. be red would not be makxng the same
sOrt of Judgment a- color 51ghted man - would make in_theif
" same - 51fuat10n,'even if both COrrectly made the samé-’

»hJudgment - More is meant by perceptlon ln Slbley s worh

fon aesthetlc Judgment than eye51ght, hearlng, etc

'.Slbley says w1th regard to aesthetlc terms that often

‘”people w1th normal 1nbe111gence and good eye51ght and
hearlng lack at least in some measure, the sen51t1v1ty dk
requlred to apply them."3. What, then, 1s aesthetlc‘
'ipercept10n7' Slbley seems to th1nk that it 1s the ablllty
to see. that varlous thlngs “either do or do not have

'varlous;aesthetlc qualltles. Thls ablllty is sometlmes

called taste.

s
21bid., p. 137. |

. 3prank N. Sibley, "Aesthetic Concepts,” Philo- -
sophical Review, 1959, p. 65 s ‘

[
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'To remove some’ of the: c1rcu1ar1ty from thlS‘
notion of aeﬁihetlc perceptlon, it may’ be helpful to?'

-

';con51der 1n somewhat more deta11 aesthetlc and non-r s
aesthetlc qualltles and in. partloular the relatlonships .
vobtalnlng betWeen them.> In the flrst place,_Slbley says
_that there are the follow;ng four relatlonshlps ef
}_jdependence between aesthetlc‘and non- aesthetlc qualltles{ff
ithe first.two of wh1ch refer-to aesthetnc features in- |
fzgeneral-i (l% Aesthetlc features are dependent for thelr;
| ex1stence upon non aesthetlc features, but not v1ce:‘
h versa. That 1s, aesthetlé features cannot occur 1n‘1i
'msolatlon from non- aesthetlc features, although non;‘
aesthetlc features can~-and 1t would seem frequently
do--otcur 1n 1solatlon from aesthetlc features._ ez).rhé’
"aesthetlc features ‘of a thlng are- determlned by 1ts
-:non_aesthetrc features. It is. 1n thls sense that . S
raesthetlc qualltles are emergent qualltles. ‘It may be
‘noted 1n pa551ng that (1)‘15 entalled by (2) ‘ The two
lremalnlng sorts of - relatlonshlps hold 1n the cases of
lspec1f1c ObJECtS'n (3) ”(T)he partlcular aesthetlc
character of somethlng may be" Sald to reSult from the
‘totalltz of its relevant non- aesthetlc characters "4

This 1s to say that several nonﬁaesthetlc features of a

. work may together_be,responsrble_for its aesthet;c

'4sghleyx "Aesthetic and_NOn;Aesthetic,"fp.il38.“
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Character, such that no one of them could be altered
':w1thout alter1ng tha¢ speC1f1c aesthetlc character of
-the work for wh1ch they are: respon51ble. Slbley calls
-thls sort of relatlonshlp total speC1f1c dependence.
(4) It is. p0551ble that some one non aesthetrc feature

‘-11n partlcular may be wholly or chlefly respon51ble for.f.

c some spec1f1c aesthetlc character of that work.. Slbley

'__calls thls sort of relatlonshlp notable spec1f1c depen-‘»
xedencer | A

' But these relatlonshlps of dependence should not-

*Sbe regarded as examples of 1og1cal5 dependence.k That the;.

‘jdependence is not loglcal 1s the p01nt most ba51c to

g Slbley s ent1re p051t10n, a pplnt on Wthh he lays heavy

stress.f

',There are no suff1c1ent condltlons, no non\aesthetlcj
features such that somé set or number of them’ w1ll
beyond- questlon loglcally Justlfy or warrant .the
‘application of ‘an aesthetic term. It is 1mp0551ble

- to make any statements corresponding. to those we can\\\

‘make for condltlon governed words 6

-

. 5It is worthwhlleato p01nt out here, before ‘
: p0551ble confusion can arise, ~that:Sibley uses the termr

',s"loglcal" in a falrly strict sense, more or. less:

deductive.  He ‘has in mind, when he uses it, making -
.-judgments by means of necessary: and suff1C1ent criteria.
He does not medn logical ‘in the. looser inductive sense,
_in which we can logically make reasonable inferences in
"spite of having no necessary and sufficient criteria.
~In this lattern.:sense it would. be: perfectly logical for
us ‘to. expect to perceive, somethlng given certain condi=

tions, ‘though it would not be 'so .in the former semnse." It

‘might well be«argued that Sibley uses the. term in too .

~ strict a sense. Nevertheless, 'this 1s the -way in which
'he uses it, so that. it behooves .me, 1n dlscu551ng his
‘work, to conform to. 1t myself '

' 6Slbley,;"Aesthetlc Concepts,, p. 67.:

«
- ‘\\ )
CN



=}”see1ng 1t

12

-
..

'What thls means in practlce 15 that”even after a‘llst
«(any llst) of non aesthetlc terms has been applled to a;:
,work of grt, no matter how comprehen51Ve and crltlcally
correct that llst mlght be,flt remalns legltlmate pro-
-cedure to ask whether or not an assoc1ated aesthetlc
term applxesr_ For example; even after belng 1nformed ;
hat ‘a parnt1ng is made up of pastel colors, gently |
‘wav1ng llnes, etc.; 1t remalns legltlmate to ask whether
'.that palntlng 1s dellcate.f Yet 1f thls 1s the case, 1f
:ia:the dependence of the aesthetlc on the non- aesthetlc 1s§.
- not a loglcal ‘condltlon governed dependence, ‘how can’ V

. S~
‘there be a ratlonal Justlflcatlon for any aesthetlc

’*i.Judgment7

ThlS questlon brlngs the dlscu531on back to.

' Slbley s notlon of aesthetlc perceptlon. He WlSheS to o

i malntaln that because the proper foundatlon for aesthetlc

;Judgment is the ablllty to hear or see aesthetlc features
-of -a work of art; £h§ very.model of necessary and
suff1c1ent condltrons does not and cannot be made ‘to ;
_:apply to 1t., Perceptlons cannot be supported on the .T;
-ba51s of good reasonlng -"I may have good reasons for
Athlnklng somethlng ise graceful but not reasons for.o

n7

.Slbley con51ders that two act1v1t1es are.

:loften confused by those who 1n51st that aesthetlc

7Sibley§="5esthetic;and;Noanesthetic,ﬂAp, 144;

e

G

j =y
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'Judgments must have the suppbrt of belné rat¥bnally
'derlved or at least ratlonallyiderlvable. ?ey confuse

ﬁwsuch ratlonal derlvatlon W1th the act1v1ty of the good ﬂJ

d'crltlc who, havxng already pereelved %’work -of \ art to. .

\
fhave certaln aesthetlc qualltles, should be able to say’

‘ywhy it has those qualltles.'ﬂf \ - -
Thms of course makes 1t 1mp0551b1e to 1nfer

‘ strlctly on: the grounds df a work of art s non- aesthetlc

‘.qualltles that it has any paxtlcular aesthetlc quallty.

;':#It does not, however; mean that there are. no loglcalj

’connectlons whatsoever between aesthetlc and non-aesthetlc“"
‘Trconcepts. In fact Slbley thlnks 1t obv1ous that there
‘are such connectaons in’ certa1n_senses.; (1) For there :
]hto be some aesthetlc qualltles,flt would seem thatijt
~certa1n non aesthetlc qualltles are loglcaily‘necessary;-_,-j
'pFor example,vlf there were only pale colors, there would.

’be no gaudy palntlngs. (2) Some aesthetlc qualltles wouldﬁ

'-seem to 1og1cally presuppose Certaln non aesthetlc o

qualltles.; For example, the quallty of balance seems toi_

'.presuppose the exlstence of parts 1n a certaln relatlon--:

'u'shlp._‘It 1s the converse of (1) and (2) that Slbley

w1shes vehemently to deny (3) Furthermore, 1t should

4be noted that certaln non- aesthetlc features may be

1ot
loglcally suff1c1ent to render 1mp0551ble some aesthetlc

“'ﬂeatures in a work.‘ That is to say that there may be

",negatlve condltlons governlng a work Por example, 1f a

L
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palntlng conxa;ns‘only.pale GOiOrS,'lt would bevabsurd
to- malntaln that the éﬁintlng was garlsh. (4) Flnally,
'1tnﬁs obv1ous that there are numerous characterlstlc
'assocxatlons between aesthetlc and non-aesthetlc concepts.
..Soﬂstnong are. these assoc1at10ns that the presence of
_certaln non aesthetlc qualltles render it 11kely (in -
't._varylng degrees of llkellhood) that a.certa;n aesthetrc"
’-duallty w1ll be present Ain the work}~\?or'example; ”sad"‘_
5mu51c is.- Very llkely to be soft and siow;:IHoweyer, the"
;r:placement made by many cr1t1cs of the "Apa551onata" of
f.Beethoyenhln the class of sad mu51c suggests 1t 1s‘not
Z:logicaiiy 1nconce1vable that fast music mlght be sad
fiThese areAamong the ways 1n Wthh aesthetrc concepts may
Tdbe loglcally‘related to éther concepts,’although they
' ;qare not governed by condltlons 1n the sense dlscussed
'earller.r;fh‘ _ | | . | »
If the appllcablllty of the termslln our, aesthetlc
vocabularg cannot be settled by an appeal to condltlons,‘vt
5j'¥other than in the senSes Just discussed the questlon’

L

how 1t is: pOSSlble to know that any partlcular

41cable n’ any partlcular case. The successful
vaesthetlc J‘dgment Aaccord1ng to Slbley, 1nvolves per;
ceptlon' so that the- questlon becomes one of'how people'
1come to»see, hear, etc. that varlous aesthetlc terms are
‘}appllcable to varlous works of art In "Aesthetlc |

)

'Coneepts” Slbley offers the follow1ng 11st of ways ln.
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which critics etc. may helo others toyarrive at a percep--

tion of an aesthetlc quality: (1) it is‘sometimes'
_p0551ble to succeed in brlnglng someone to percelve the
'aesthetlc qualltles of a work of art by brlnglng to hlS
attention those 1mportant non- aesthetlc features of the
'work wh1ch Cause it to have its aesthetlc features

l (2) On the. other hand 1t may be suff1c1ent merely to’
;mentlon the aesthetlc features whlch the cr1t1c hopes to

yhelp the person to percelvep--(3) Most often, the 1Lnkage

of certaln non aesthetlc features with certaln aesthetlc'

o .
features Wlll be p01nted out. Any of. the numerousf

<,characterrst1c assoc1at10ns betWeen aesthetlc and - non_
faesthetlc features mlght be" p01nted out. here with good
effect (4) The use: of varlous srmlles and metaphors is’

a well known tool of aesthetlc cr1t1c1sm and explanatlon.

(5) Contrasts, comparlsons, and anecdotes may be-made.use

of also, and ‘can be partlcularly effectlve if the crltlc

!

'*é.knows.somethlng:about the background susceptlbllltles,

etc. of hlS audlence. It is obV1ous that someone
‘famlilar w1th two' schools of art, say for 1nstance
gcla551ca1 symphonles and. acid rock ls qulte llkely to'
‘be able to help ‘someone famlllar w1th one and baffled by
the other by draw1ng parallels, etc.,_where they éxist
to be drawn.l (6) Repeatedly draW1ng the . audlence s‘

4attentron to the same“features of a work §ay1ng the

"same'thlngsﬂln.dlfferent ways, are helpful here as i
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almost. any at‘t‘empt at almost any kind of cxplanation.
>(7D finally, the'critiC's'behaQior may somctimes prove
to be the key which enahles someone to see or hear for
h1mself an aesthetlc feature of a work of art. Gestures,
-,expre531ons, tones oa v01ce, etc. may all be helpful in
this regard

These seven p0551b111t1es are.offered as ways in
lWthh the critic or any person. w1th taste may a1d the
: person lessuskllied 1n.mak1ng'aesthet1c Judgments to “.
“arrive at a point where he too. isiabie to'pefceiVeAtne
" aesthetic qual1t1es of works of art. 'it is fairly clear_
that these methods are not such as would enable one ‘to-
arrlvebat strlctly reasoned conclu51ons.' ThlS should not
_be partlcularly troubleSOme to those who accept Slbley s
ep051t10n that a chain of . entallment reasonlng is hardly
the way-to=support:a perceptlon. But 1t perhaps remalns
to'be aSkeddwhether there:iS'any reason why these,
'partlcular methods should be: the ones Wthh enablela
person to communlcate what he has percelved to the person"
: who has not yet percelved it. Th1s 1s a questlon Slbley
does not thlnk 1t necessary to pursue. *To g0 on to ask
how thesé methods can p0551b1y sutceed 1s to begln to
ask how people can ever be brought to - see aesthetlc (and
Gestalt and other srmllar) propertles at all. . ; We do

these thlngs' ,‘4<;n8; When we "are able to do thesei

8Ib1d., p. 142.

<
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things we are supposed to have taste. But what tastce
itself is, Sibley does not attempt .to say. ,
To sum up, it is Sibley's\firmly-held belief

that there can be no successful aesthetic judgments made

IS

without some appeal to aesthetlc perceptlon Because Ke
Jholds thls to be- the case, he also malntalns that there.
1s no- way in Wthh an aesthetlc Judgment may be proven
'true by any. appeal to rules or conditions. He clalmsl
not to be at all surprlsed by this, but merely to have
‘trled to show some of what lles behlnd 1t., How well he
_-has shown what lles behlnd it needs now to be con51dered.
| | Before I begln thls examlnatlon of Sibley's
uaccount of taste, I should like to excuse myself at least
for‘the t1me be1ng from examlnlng some . of the questlons
‘lhat mlght reasonably be expected to arise in_ the course
"Oof such an 1nvest1gat10n. These questlons are . scarcely
ﬁunlnterestlng or unworthy of belng more closely examlned
but they are of secondary 1mportance as regards the J |
'purposes of this the51s. ! shall be- 1nvest1gat1ng to
begln with. onlyothose problematlc p01nts "whHich seem to
me to be cruc1al Among.those p01nts not 1mmed1ately
cruc1al is Slbley S dlscu551on of the partlcular senses‘
1_1n wh1ch he does belleve certaln non- aesthetlc concepts
'to be loglcally bound to. aesthetlc concepts, negatlve
condltlon governance etc., I am far more concerned with

.
the clalm that the ex1stence of aesthetlc features cannot



be infoer l‘(,:(lifr()m non-acsthetic than that non-acsthetic
may sl)ril(*tinlvs.lw inferred from aesthetic.: Nor am 1
int‘i‘r(‘sted in discussing the claim that non-aes sthetic
and aesthetic featnre are frequently associatcd, a
truth SO obv1ous that it requlres little investigation.
‘The basis for such assorlatlons, ‘of course, is far l05$‘
hobv1ous and of greater 1mportance. If will be gone intao
further after subsequent 1nvest1gatfon has helped to
'establlsh that basis.

) To begln w1th perhaps 1 should say a word about
“the dlstlnctlon Wthh Slbley makes-for rather assumes--
between aesthetlc and non- aesfhetlc terms and their
’_correlate features. .In the first place; it must be .
admitted fhar the distlnction 1 _far frdm'being the‘most,
clear- Cut'ever made by a philosopher.‘ Ir would be hard
to say JUSt where the non- aesthetlc ends and the ' |
aesthetlc beglns._ For example, whlle aesthetlcs 1s

consxdered to: have. to do with wérks of art, so-called

N
3.
*

V_aesthegkc terms crop up ‘quite frequently in dlscu551ons T
-Wthh ha’e nothlng to do with works of art 2_£ se. Many

a term seems to functlon equally ‘well in. aesthetlc and

non aesthetlc senses;/although it is worth polntlng out o
1that the same term can often undergo subtle. changes of

meanlng with such a change of context.

‘However .the eX1stence of a: grey area between

the poles of a. dlstlnctlon only makes it necessary to use

N



that distinction with care, not to discard it, particu-
larly‘if the distinction 1s a u&vfulbunv, Suffice 1t to
say that there does seem to be one area of language
consisting of specialized and not-so-specialized terms
frequently used b& persons concerned to discuss works 1in
the various fields of music, painting, sculpture,
literature, architecture, etc. This Language might be
roughly dellmlted as the language of art criticism. To
be sure,. it is not the sole language of the art critic
nor is it his exolusive property. It would be an incom-
petent architect who knew nothing about elggance and
simpl;cify. It woﬁld be ao incompetent critic of
architecture who knew nothing about structural engineering.
Nevertheless, such terms ae elegance, beauty, delicacy,
insipidity, etc. can be fairlf easily recognized ae
belongingvto this area of language,kwhereas’such ferms
as red, iong, heavy; thick, etc. be}ong'fairly clearly to
.another. ‘ m
The>important quesfion‘ebout this‘distinction
wou}d seem'toQbe just what significant differences 'there
are between aesthetic and non-aesthetic features. Sibley,
‘it has been p01nted out considers that aeSthetic features
Acan be dlscerned by someone with taste or aesthetlc per-

ceptlon as._ opposed to non aesthetlc features,’whlch
apparently are dlscernlble by anyone with just ordlnarlly
!

good eye51ght, ordlnary good hearlng, etc. . It seems
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L
l'l-.\_:;un.lhlv, thetetore, to demand ot any cxplication ot
taste that 1t explian the difterence boetwmn aesthe o
perception and "ordinary™ peroceptiob an such a way as to
provide some understandrng of  the dirfterences between
these two sorts of features. ~

It is worth pointing out thu\ when 1orefoer shere,
to ordinary perception as somchow distinct {rom ordapary

. N .
perception, I do not mean to imply that acsthetio per -
ception must somehow be strange or esoteric. In fact, 1
hope to show that aesthetic perception 1s a perfectly
ordinary phenomenon indeed, differing from what we arve
plcase& to calllordjnury perception perhaps more 1n
complexity than any‘thing clse, and certainly differing
from if less than has commonly been supposcd.  Too many
philosophers have tended to consider aesthetic perception
esoteric, no% to even mention the tendencias of many art
critics. Perhaps partly for this reason, aestheticians
have too often gone to great lengths too strictly to
‘delimit the acsthetic from the everyday. They have done
this in spite of the fact that we make use of aesthetic

v - ' . .
language, eXperience acsthetic emotional 1responses, ctc.

at lcast %s much in the everyday world as in art

'vgallerics. I should like to suggest, at‘\'fﬁi\s\pgj;nt, that

the distinction has béen more strictly made than is e

necessary. This point will be taken up in greater detail-

after I have given the account of perception in terms-

X



’of'whroh11°think'We oah.bestvmakepsense»of aesthetic
perceptlon. ; _ | B | | .
;_‘l' o HaV1ng drawn hlS dlstlnctlon between aesthetlc

and non- aesthetic terms and features, Slbley,w1shes to
bmalntaln that whatever other relatlonshlps may obtann
‘\_between them, there 1s one relatlonshlp which does not

" and cannot so obtalg There is no way in which the )
'ex1stence of any ‘non- aesthetlc feature ‘or group of features
Vever loglcally Justlfles the 1nference that a certaln

aesthetlc feature also ex1sts in any work of art in ques-.

tlon Slmllarly, there are no tondltlons loglcally

suff1c1ent to guarantee the appllcablllty of any aesthetlc
. term to any work of art Noomatter how complete a | éﬁri
descrlptlon of the work of art in questlon is glvenbln | @
non- aesthetlc terms, the questlon of the appllcablllty of

lany aesthetlc term, even one commonly con51dered to be

>

related to those partlcular non- aesthetlc terms, must

remafh open untll other con51derations have been brouvht
. \ .
to bear, N

His argument that there are no'logicaliy suffi-
cient conditions for the applicatron of aesthetic terms
has a certain amount of intuitive force It does’ seem to
be the case that almost anyone asked to give a loglcally'
suff1C1ent ﬂeflnltlon of an aesthetlc term in non-
aesthetlc terms--or for that matter in any terms at>all—-

would find himself &t a loss to do so. Furthermore, it

«

is]



does seem reasonable to ask why,'lf the CODdlthHS for;
;the appllcatlon of aesthetlc terms do fit. 1nto the modelv
of loglcal suff1c1ency,’there should be so'many persons
'around capable of using such terms--and furthermore of
fu51ng them well—-who never learned to dorso in terms of
condltlons governlng thelr use h It would>be a b1t llke

someone answerlng geometry problems correctly who ‘had-

never learned any ax1oms or formulae or rules of appllca-

tion. And then.there is the‘case of thosetpersons who*
,.mlsuse aesthetlc“terms,‘for‘example.by calling.an insipld
fpainting”delicate.i.Anyonelwho“has everitriedhknows how
'difficult if not impOSSible it‘is to makepsuch'persons y
see Jjust where they have erred. - But whlle such examples
may tempt one towards agreement with Slbley, they are far-ﬁ
from a proof of his p051t10n ; . :
To illustrate‘what‘seems to me to be Sibley's
vprinciple difficulty"with this; one of his most-central
.theses, I would llke to suggest an analogy between 1t and
'what is known 1n ethlcs as the open questlon argument
It is not an analogy I would care to push too far I do
not, for example, 1ntend to 1mply that a solution to
Sibley's difficulty would prove equally applicable in
ethics, though it might. I suggest'the;analogy because
I thlnk I- can make clear by 1ts more famlllar example

where Slbley S the51s must be bolstered and begin further

'to suggest how that bolsterlng might be done
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) The open. questlon argument veryvgenerally,put;
'gocs as follows Some ethlclsts have argucd for niatural-
v_1st1c deflnltlons of moral goodness » That 1's to say,
they have argued that an actlon, forblnstance,chuld_be;
‘loglcally 1nferred to be morally good 1f it -had certaln
natural propertles,\such as’ cau51ng the greatest good
'}for the greatest number Natural propertles here would
be analogous to non aesthetlc propertles, whlle moral
-'goodness would be. analogous to an. aesthetlc property._iA'
proponent of the open questlon argument would malntaln
,to the contrary that no natural property or collectloni
of natural propertles would ever be loglcally SUfflClent
to guarantee the claim that an actlon or what have  you
was morally good No matter how complete the deécrlptlon.
vof the action in, terms of natural propertles 1t would

still be p0551ble to ask of it, "Is 1t a good actlon.

zThe analogy to Slbley s p051t10n should be obv1ous enough

to need no spelllng out.

P
7 i

The problem w1th the open questlon argumeht is

-_that it is not an argument Instead,'lt is the’ statement
‘of another. the51s. For 1t is only fea51ble to - ask )
whether an action descrlbed in .terms of natural propertles
Wthh usually connote moral goodness 1s still good only
1f one is already conV1nced that no such descrlptlon can:

prOV1de a guarantee. John Stuart Mlll would fail te see

"the force ‘of a%&lng of an action Wthh had Just been

o!"
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admitted to provide the éreatest“good for:the greatest

‘number whether 1t was a morally good actlon ‘or not. He _f

-would only thlnk that the qhestloner d1d not understand

) the nature of moral goodness The questloner of course

would thlnk that 1t was Mlll who d1d not understand the o
nature of moral goodness. Mlll and - the proponent of the

open questlon argument are argu1ng in terms of - dlfferent

_models of explanatlon

It is to. Slbley S credlt that he recognlzes that -

_thls is a- maln ground of dlsagreement between hlS p051t10n-”

" and p051t10ns Wthh offer 51m11arly naturallstlc

ideflnltlons of aesthetic terms. ‘He hlmself p01nts out'

‘that he - 1s operatlng in terms of a dlfferent model of

explanatlon than that of. loglcally suff1c1ent condltlons

©

The tremendous 1mportance of Slbley s clalm that aesthetlc

’-Judgments must 1nvolve perceptlon beglns to become clear

'here If ‘he is able to make the p01nt that the successful

‘aesthetlc Judgment must include’ the perceptlon that the,k

_work of art has certaln aesthetlc features, then his -

claim that the log;cal 1nfer<nce of aesthetlc from non-

aesthetlc features is lnvalld §hould hold good.' For.as

Y

-has already been’p01nted.out, perceptlons cannot be'

©

'\}pported by good reasons People do not percelve the

‘exper1t or otherw1se,

féatures they do as a result of some . chaln of reasonlng,

N
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There are problems with thls appeal however} '

: -not the least of Wthh belng that Slbley attempts to

-support 1t 1n somewhat C1rcular fashlon.f Slnce, he says!~
we’ cannot loglcally 1nfer aesthetlc features from non-'p
‘aesthetlc features, we must determlne thelr eX1stence by
' means of aesthetlc perceptmon. What then, we - may
'reasonably ask is aesthetlc percept10n7: We Know already
"that it is- not 51mply that perceptlon by means of Wthh
~ﬂwe determlne the ex1stence of non- aesthetlc features of
_works of art for a man may be perfectly capable of d01ngl
that and yet be unable to dlstlngulsh aesthetlc features.
Slbley explalns that aesthetlc perceptlon is- that per-_*il'
rceptlon whrch enables us to. percelve aesthetlc features
::zof works ‘of art.. ht thls is not, after all terrlbly
'rhelpful 3 Before we* can be asked to take /h; concept of
’»_aesthetlc perceptlon serlously, we must be able to under_
; stand whgt it mlght mean. Othgrw1se, we are placed in -

‘the phlloséphlcally unhappy p051tlon of postulatlng

somethlng not explalned Tise. aesthetlc perceptlon,,to.'

'solve a SthkY problem, i. e. how we are able to determlneir

the ex1stence of aesthetlc features of works of art

Thls pushes the problem back a step,'but lt does not~

rsolve 1@

a

It looks at flrst glance as. though what s most

o

need%d here is a coherent account of the worklngs of LN

aesthetlcvperceptron. But there are two problems Wthh



;1mp0551b111ty of d01ng thls brlefly in any wOrthwhlle

6.

-

prevent me from statlng the the31s 1n qulte those terms.l"

: The flrst problem is as follows To give anythlng llke

@

-’,a complete account of aesthetlc perceptlon would 1nvolve .
a formldable task 1ndeed, far beyond the scope of thls
'bthe51s. It would ultlmately 1nvolve,‘for reasons wh1ch

v“fshould be made clear 1n the course of the next two:
‘“_chapters, wadlng through the multltudlnous characterlza_

' tlons of the aesthetlc already exrstlng in phllosophlcal

[.

llterature, and even trylng to 1nvent more’ be51des' tThe"'

way 1s so obv1ous as to requ1re no demonstratlon

The second problem 1s more 1nterest1ng, and is

f_vultlmately of greater 51gn1f1cance.j To begln by saylng
that we need a coherent account of aesthetlc perceptlon,-
“'.1s to encourage the assumptlon too often made that ‘the

‘dlfference between aesthetlc perceptlon and non aesthetlc.f-

perceptlon wrll be vastly 51gn1f1cant : I»hope,.on the

contrary,~that the general account of perbeptlon I am’ -

. about to offer W1ll make 1t clear that the dffferenée
. between aesthetlc and non aesthetlc perceptlon is. not sovi
"great as"it has often been belreved to be There are

_dlfferentes to be sure, buf they are, ‘as has alreadyA

peen suggested more’ dlfferences of complex1ty than
anythlng else. Whlle the 1nfluences on our aesthetlci‘

and non- aesthetlc manners of perce1v1ng may dlffer,rthe'“



'»fact that there are 1nftuences remalns the same. rThis
;p01nt w1ll be dlscussed further in Chapter Three. |
It 1s,'therefore, the aim- L of thls the51s.to'
' .prov1de an’ account of the worklngsbok.perceptlon-iﬁ;f.
tgeneral .an account 1n terms of Wthh lt can be.shown;l“
T we can best make sense of the worklngs of aesthetlc per-__
;: ceptlon It ‘is p0551ble, 1t should be admltted that 4

-lthfs cannot be done w1thout modlfylng certaln p01nts ‘in

'—{Slbley s system, though not to such an extent that those'

p01nts or hls system become unrecognlzable Of thlS:”

‘p01nt also there w1ll be further dlSCUSSlOﬂ.t_

—



CHA-PTER 2

In my attempt to offer a framework w1th1n Wthh B
;esome sense can be made of aesthetlc perceptlon, I 1ntend
»eto av01d the too common tendency to regard it as. somehow.
fantastlcal or’ extraordlnary,_aq 1solated phenomenon.-'It
ilntend 1nstead to show that 1t rs one class of a. very\
'heveryday type of experlence wh1ch Mlchael Polany1 calls
taC1t knowledge. Just to get us started 1 w1ll deflne-
taC1t knowiedge as know1ng more than one  can tell th'vd
course the conceptwa5taC1t knowledge Wlll become moreA

'tlghtly deflned as’ wetg0~along . I thlnk it not unfalr

to- clalm that thls 1s'at least in part the dllemma of

the man who does knowfthat a. work of art has certaln

features and yet is unable to show thlS to Someone who”
'~does not know.“ That man knows more than he can tell

| Tt w1ll be necessary to show ‘that” Polany1 S tac1tj
:fknowledge prov1des us w1th an account of perce;tlon 1n_; i‘\~

terms of wh1ch we can begln to make sense of aesthetlc'

perceptlon., Such a demonstratlon W1ll con51st prlmarlly

‘in’shOWing-the acconnt of t?C1t,kno“1”? o}to p01nt the

jway to‘solntionsbof the oroblems set F;rst
~.chapter..’Among'other things,”it P unt of
.perceptlon of terms of Wthh we Ca : ifferentiatéi»
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hbetween aesthetlc perceptlon ‘and what we are . pleased to‘
,Jcall ordlnary eye51ght hearlng,_etc., suggests reasons
" why some people should be better able to percelve

‘aesthetlcally than others' and helps us. to explaln both»

why we are unable to 1nfer, in Sibley S sense of 1nfer,
»the exlstence of aesthetlc features from the exlstence

'of non aesthetlc features, and 1n what sense, nonetheless,

~.
~

aesthetlc features are dependentcnlnon aesthetlcfeatures.
ﬁBut to demonstrate these thlngs w1ll be a complex proce-w
dure, and I can scarcely begrn such a demonstratlon
;w1thout flrst expllcatlng Polanyl s account .

In the flrst place, 1 must excuse myself from
expllcatlng the entlrety of Polany1 s theorles on tac1t
knowledge Much of hlS work on the subJect con51sts oﬁ

appllcatlons of the ba51c theory to such areas as ‘
»fphllosophy of SC1ence, phllOprhy of hlstory,«etc.‘and
has no relevance to thlS enqulry.' Furthermore,_l am not

sure I would want to support some. of:- hlS more extended

conclu51ons. It is hlS ba51c eplstemology Wthh 1s'

=

relevant here and Wthh I shall now proceed to expllcate.
'_I shall be concerned prlmarlly w1th hlS theorles as

‘stated in two books, The Tac1t Dlmen51on and Personal

- Knowledge,~w1th perhaps some reference to The Study of

"Man. Polany1 has produced one article deallng-w1th° B
'aesthetlc questaons, "What Is 4 Parntrng7" but 1t seems

to presupgbse con51derable acqualntance with hlS theorles.
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‘Rather than use 1t to expllcate thls chapter,‘l prefef

to c1te it where appllcable in my forthcomlng attempt toh
‘solve Slbley s problems w1th taC1t knowledge. The paper
is’ only generally appllcable to thlS the51s, ats main
purpose belng to show that art should not .be. equated
Cwith 1llu31on.v As Polany1 con51ders hlS work allled to
some_ extent w1th that of the gestalt psychologlsts,

partlcularly in the area of theorles of perceptlon, I

w1ll occa51onally c1te Wolfgang Kohler s Gestalt Psx-
_ chologx for purposes of clarlflcatlon o

. LD § shall recon51der human knowledge by startlng‘
from the fact that we knOW‘more than we ‘can tell no Whatb
'does Polany1 mean . by saylng that ‘we know more than we. can'
‘tell? Let me descrlbe the 51tuatlon by maklng use of the
51tuatlon of know1ng someone s phy51ognomy "Not only 1s
the example of know1ng phys1ognom1es a favorlte of
‘ Polany1 s,y but 1ts analogy to aesthetrc knowledge can beth
’mor% ea51l; demonstrated than some of hlS other favorlte

examples. Knowledge of phy51ognom1es has the addltlonal

advantage of belng very much a part of our everyday

e

o

"experlence.
Let me take as my example the phy51ognomy of
Susan Haley. I know her physiognomy very well.--I would

have no trouble picking her out‘of a,group of people

BN

. o 9Michael\Pol'anyi, The Tacit Dimension (Gardenb '
City, New York: Doubleday and C%ypany, Inc., 1967), p. 4.
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on
r//

under‘almost any concelvable c1rcumstances If she were
to be suddenly m1ss1ng, I could g1Ve a good general o
descrlptlon of her to the po.ice. But the pollce would
know better than to ‘ask me to tell them what. she looked
“llke in such a way that they would be abl@ to tell.by
looklng that a certaln ;zrl had to be Susan and- could be
:no bne else. Even 1f I were dlscus51ng the matter w1th
a pollce artlst, complete w1th charts representingc
-numerous varlatlons of features,‘I could only 1nd1cate
bthat some features seemed 51m11ar to hers Whlle others
did not. If the comp051te plcture thus derlved was all
the 1nformatlon they had it would be strange 1ndeed 1f
:the pollce d1d not f1nd flve or 51x women with 51m11ar
‘phy51ognomaes,_out of whom { would be expetted to- plck
the fealnsusanrHaley, if the real Susan Haley was there

at all.

Even if only one suspect could be foumd ‘a

‘suspect greatly resembllng the comp051te, and even if the

comp051te bore a remarkabld}resemblance to Susan s»
sphy51ognomy,‘1t would still be necessary for me to. make

a positive 1dent1f1cat10n. The nece551ty for me “to make .

a pos1t1ve 1dent1f1cat10n would seem to be ‘a recognltlon
Vthat I 1ndeed knew more than I could tell. It mlght be
suggested here that the pOllCe are simply being zealously
exact w1th regard to detalls { I hope_'o make.lt,clear

in the course of thls chapter that there is more-tO'it

“-than ﬁhat. '



}‘[ow'd-oes Polanyi (:‘.'xpl'zrin_ sulth a phenomenon? 'To
identify a physlognomy would then amount to relying.on.
our awarcness of its features for attending to their
“joint meaning.hlo VGestalt psychology, to which much of
Polanyi's work ‘is linked;KWOUlorsay that when we know a
phyblognomy, we know a'whole; i.e\‘that thsiognomy, by

+

lhtegratlng our awareness of its parts, i.e. theifeatures
i

<5of that physrognomy ‘But thls is of llttle 1mmed1ate use

ohbecaube SO many of these terms are being used in special

senses. At the very least “""whole," "part " "awareness,
and "meanrng”_must be'expllcated before we can understand

this explanation, let‘alone examine 1ts force'“w!

| -Ordinarlly,"a ”whole” 1s con51dered to be 51mply
‘-the sum of irs "parts;“.a whole orange, for example,>to
be JUSt a bunch of orange pleces. Bntthls 1is too 51mple;'
.a V1ew, for the preces—whlch make upa’ whole orange must
ibe arranged in a certain way Otherwrse,_lt ‘would - not
be ‘a whole orange,lbut Just pleces of orange'scattered
-around Slmllarly, a whole in gestalt psychology 1s ‘not.
’<srmply the sum-of its parts, though W1thout the parts.
_there would be no- whole, just as w1thout the pleces of
orange there would be no whole orange. k ;>> i

| There are many famous examples of part% which can‘

be seen as more than one whole The goblet/twoﬁhuman»

‘faces 1s one such, w1ttgenste1n s duck/rabblt is anothera

lOIbid.,~P{ 12 .. it &

oAt

~.
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No ehangesktake place in these examples to acgount for
their being perceiwed in such different ways. Whether
the duck/rabbit is see¢n as a duok or as a rabbit seems
to have nothlng to do with the parts at all, so pre_
sumably it mnst have somethlng to"do with the_Way in
Wthh those parts are seen. We must'consider ways in which
our perceptlon is organlzed or otherw1se influenced in
order to explain‘such anomalles as.the duck/rabbit and
the goblet/two human faces. These anomalies are important
for two reasofs. Flrst they are the most obv1ous
exanolesvthat more 1is needed to explaln a whole than its
1parts. Second; these anomalles dlrect our attentlon ln
‘the” rlght dlrectlon They directfus to ask not what it
_ls ‘about the’ thlng belng seen which brings us to see it
41n such dlfferent ways, but what the 1nf1uences are on-
how we see..
There is nothing new‘about such an observatlon.‘
At 1east since Kant set forth to demonstrate the ex1stence
" of synthetlc J Erlorl knowledge, the categorles af the
iunderstandlng, phllosophers have been alert to the
udlfflCUlty of explalnlng all human knowledge in terms of
the pr1nc1ples of logic and pure‘emplrlcal data (whatever
—_that mlght—be) alone. Gestalt also casts doubt:on the
possibility of purlty for any emplrlcal data by demon-
stratlng the manlfold ways 1nowh1ch 1nfluences on the

P

one who sees shape what he sees. (Influences is a very

'f



broad term selected preciscely because 1t s broad. I
want to leave open as po.\".sihilitiv:; cverything from the
necessary to the x'nndom,' from genes to experience.)
Polanyi takes up the same line of reasoning, but with
important differences. Bulike Kant, he is not looking
for any necessary categories of understanding, though hv‘
would nof preclude the possibility that some influences
are more likely fhan others to affect what we sce.  And
he is interegted in external as well as 1nternal
influences. Many/gestalt psychologists hold that per-
ception can be explained as the result of purely
mechanical processes with nothing of volition about them.
‘While he does not go to the opposite extreme, Polanyi
does not think it out of place to speak of methods,
skills,jetc., of which more later. Polanyi also differs
with many of the specific theories of gestalt, rejecting
isomorphism, for example, as unnecéssary.

The analysis of '"meaning" is linked in Polanyi's
wbrk tb the analysis of ”awareness:” for the realization
thaf there are two kinds’pf awareness of particulars
enables us to recbgnize that there are two kinds of
meaning. It is not being claimed, by the way, that tﬁese
two kinds of awarenegs and two kinds of meaning exhaust
the cafegbfies. What, then, are these two kinds of
awareness? Returning fo our example of physiognomies,

the first, focal awareness, would be direct awareness of
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Aexample,'if:I were'peering,at'Susan's eyes,in'order'to
determlne prec1sely what color they were, Ic uld be -
.

sai@ to have a focal awareness of Susan s eyes\ I would -
l&

be aware of the partlculars 1n themselves rath than as .

'suES1d1ary to a whole. The second klnd of awareness is
fsub51d1ary awareness.a In sub51d1ary awareness a' Shlft
takes place from the partlculars in themselves to(the
whole of Wthh they are the parts. It is the dlfference
‘.between my belng aware of Susan'’ s eyes, nose, hair, etc.'
and my belng aware-"of her phVS1ognomy. It should be
made clear ‘here" that Polany1 is not clalmlng that I see
anythlng bes1des Susan's eyes, nose, hair, etc.; if it
f_were not for those partlculars Susan would not. have a
physiognOmy at all.v What has changed is the manner in
-which. I am aware of those\partlculars,‘l.e. 1n,terms'of
-the whole on whlch my attentlon is. now fixed.

| It is p0551ble to make a mlstake here thanks to
ssone of our ordinary a55001at10ns, the mistake of identi-
fylng sub51d1ary awareness w1th some degree of"

]

consciousness, perhaps with unconSC1ous awareness or

pre-conscious awareness, OT some fringe area of awareness.
’ ‘ ) o :

Polanyi makes it clear that the concept should not be

understood in th;s‘way "What -makes an'aWareness

‘.subsidiary is the function it fulfllls,'it can have any

'degree of consciousness-so long as it functlons as a clue
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Qto the obJect of our, focal attenthon nll Nor 1s foca;

awareness of a whole necessarlly a matter of direct’
W o

awareness,‘of careful attentlon, etc. It is perfectly

pos51ble to be scarcely consc1ous of a percelved whole,
and. yet to be focally aware of it. We may not notlce

the background music of a fllm at 'all (1ndeed if

properly handled we often should not), yet we hear mu31c-

nonetheless, not random notes, but notes constltutlng a
\structured tuneﬁul whole. g

What, then, are the two. klnds g} meaning to
which these two klnds of/awareness correspond? When our

awéreness of partlculars is focal then those partlculars-

accordlng to Polany1 have representatlve or denotatlve

-~

mq?ning When our awareness of partlculars 1s: subsrdlaryvf

to our awareness of the whole, then ‘that whole has'
eXistent1al»mean1ng. Now this is somewhat problematlc,‘
-~ for in:current:philosophicalrusage, it is language whlch

has meaning. Furthermore, in current usage, meaning 1is

Aunderstood rather than~perceived. If in Polanyi's'account

meaning is sometlmes somethlng Wthh can be seen .or
heard--which it must be if his account is to be used to
:solve Slbley s problems--then Just what he means by 1t
must be explained. "As Polanyr uses the term with regard
to'the‘meaning'of perceptions, it has to do primarily

with sensory organization. - ‘ -

111pid., p. 96.
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kind of sense data' thereomay very well be, Phe —point

(2]

)

;The‘point has already been made but can stand a L
‘little emphasas that there is more 1nvolved ‘in human :
,knowledge than deduct10n$ and 1nferences drawn from

f‘emplrlcal data. When s eone’ asks ou how you know that
, 2 A

-

‘1s a tree over there,»and you reply that you know because

you see 1t you are not maklng an 1nference. No one

ever saw the celebrated patch of blue unless 1t was on

Q

a qullt or between two clouds. I am - not clalmlng that

there 1s no place 1n phllosoph‘.of perceptlon for~anyh

is. that we do not see thlngs by patches, hear sounds by

phonemes,’etc. *We see trees or pgbple or palntlngs,

‘hear words or symphonles.. At the very least, by the
'tlme we see or. hear ‘whatever we are seelng or hearlng,-v

.our perceptlons are arranged in some sortoof orderly way,

o <

'~_1nto flgures and backgrounds, for example, or into melodlclf

Lo

tunes.-'In that sense and in senses even more complex,

v N 4 o
our. perceptlons have meanlng. S p R

"In most V1sual flelds, the: contents of partlcularw'

. aréas 'belong together’ as c1rcumscr1b£d unlts fgom Wthh

thelr surroundlngs are exclujed "12, There are boundarles

-and grouplngs and relatlonshlps in what we ‘see. Further-

o

more;ﬂsome of thesé?more elementary grouplngS, etc. are

[+

,not later 1ntroduct10ns made 1nto a unlform and contlnuous

12Wolfgang Kohler, Gestalt Psychology (New York

The New American Library, Inc., 1947),upp 80-81.
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flow of sensatlons forvpragmatlc purposes (Wllllam James)
or by fo:ce of hablt (Dav1d Hume) but are’ present from'
the . very flrst In experrments C1ted by Wolfgang
Kohler,13 congenltally bllnd adults whose bllndness had
been corrected by operatlons were able tq'percelve
SospeC1f1c entltles rather than Just sensatlons from the f
'_ very first. In most cases the subgects hadvto learn
what the thlng was, a table or a. chalr for example,»but
: they did not have to learn what a thlng was. They were
——-~_‘hh§\\t confronted with an unbroken flow. of sensat1onswh1ch1t-
'could then be- learned were thlngs. ‘ o ;
» But thlS is only the beglnnlng-as concerns.the
complex1ty of our perceptlon. Relatlonshlps are‘also“

c

Cseen or heard ‘rather than 1nferred There is‘a box of

O

leeenex and a coffee cup on the back of my desk andjl'
. see them not onlyqrelatlon to each other,' but in

Are‘atlon to the desk and to the wall behlnd them. There .

s

1s no need for’an elaborate 1nferent1al model to explaln
_thls phenomenon. I know they are be51de each other and

a

in front of the wall because I see them there.f It may
, be malntalned here that at least some relatlonshlpsro-e
‘must learn to see. I have no complalnt w1th that My

'complalnt is W1th the accompanylng assumptlon that such

relatlonshlps are learned by maklng 1nferences

s

131bid., p. 88.
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Let us con51der the 1mpllcatlons of the follow1ng

o

"experlment,°c1ted by Polany1 in Personal Knowledge.14 .

.In thls experlment, subJects were placed so that they
:fhcould see only a spherlcal obJect agalnst an utterly
y‘blank background The spherlcal obJect unknown to the
‘fdsubJects, was ‘an 1nflatable ball When the ball was
~-1nflated from berlnd 1t was seen- as 1f it retalned 1ts

size and was 1nstead comlng nearer.: What 1s most

Lh»lnterestlng about- thls 1s that 1n order to see - the ball

'fcomlng nearer rather than 1ncrea51ng in srze, defects 1n_

"the quallty and p051t10n of the retlnal 1mage that would

S

;ord1nar1dy not be accepted by the eye had to ‘be’ accepted;

The conclu51on w0uld seem to be that the subJects.b
'proceeded to overrlde the standards of correct v151on S
and see the ball comlng toward them rather than suddenly

fa T

Aexpandrng 51mply because people don’t ordlnarlly expect

“to ‘see spherlcal objects suddenly_expand. After all 1t3'

‘-ddoesn't happen very often and”the.subjects had no:

. Contrastlng flgure 1n terms of Wthh its change in size
would have been v151ble. It seems that there is a
.pre551ng requlrement ‘here, that what we see- must make
sense, “behave 1n'a reasonable fashlon. Tennls balls have
no_right to go around blowlng themselvesvup to the srze.

of basketballs;_ I R L S

Ty

- 14Mlchael Polanyl, Personal Knowledge (New York°
/ﬁarper and Row, 1964), p. 96.
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The phenomenon of the expandlng ball 1nvolves‘

our expectatlons, 1t 1s reasonable to th1nk of 1t as

=

'1nvolv1ng learnlng Introduced 1nto the processes of

perceptlon are expectatlons, aSSOC1atlons,"condltloned

responses, and. everythlng else that our past experience'

can 1ntroduce. These thlngs do not 1nfluence our thoughts

and lnferences alone. They 1nfluence how. we see what we

7

see ' It 1s fhfluences such as those I have descrlbed 1n f

the last two pages Wthh wrll be meant when I refer to

our manner of . perce1v1ng. Such 1nfluences may be learned

or. somethlng we are born w1th phys;ologlcal or. mental

but they are all allke in that they are 1nfluences ‘O our
perceptlon. |

| ""Perceptlon rs a comprehen51on of clues ‘in terms
of a whole "15 Polany1 con51ders 1t the most 1mpoverlshed
%orm of tac1t knowledge, but as. we have seen,‘even thlS_’
1mpover15hed form is complex 1ndeed | We may henceforth
adopt as our deflnltlon of tac1t knowledge,.knpwledge
obtalned by comprehending clues in terms of a whole. HLet

us see now whether 1n terms of. - our example of physrog-

K

‘nomies it is poss1ble to- explaln the dlfference between-r‘

© c@

perceptlons hav1ng representatlve meanlng and those

' havrng ex1stent1al meanlng. The dlfference 1n.large part

lles in the complexlty of - what is seen. When we - see the

.

parts.of_a face-_nose, eyes,hetc,--taken:out,ofocontext,

151bid,, p. 97.
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"weysee falrly 51mple flgures.' We. have to reckon w1th

\ .
o

3

- no relatlonshlps except such extremely elementary onesf'

- .
as figure towground. ThlS lS why those terms haV1ng to

) dotwith‘facial figures, for example, are capable of

ibelng falrly 51mply deflned most often by means of

'osten51ve“def1n1tlon. A fad on the other hand 1511 oy

“-1nf1n1tely more complex._ We..see not 51mply partlcular’

',features,_but features Wthh have numerous relatlonshlps

.

jto each other and would not make up a face wlthout those o *tg

'relatlonshlps, features Wthh functlon as parts of. a-,-"

-whole. The problem of deflnlng wholes is 1nf1n1tely

‘Partlally the problem is that I lack the vocabulary to

’features.. That she has dark halr,:a stralght nose,

Vdescrlbe her very spec1f1cally Not only are thene all

more complex.

When we return to the example of my know1ng what

7gSusan looks 11ke but belng unable to tell we flnd that

"I have several problems of artlculatlon.r In the flrst

place I cannot be extremely exact about her partlcular

P

greenlsh eyes, etc is. not nearly spec1fle enough

° 1 . . ) T e

: sorts of noses—-short long, broad flat stralght

crooked humped beaked--but theﬁe is more than one-f

' varlety of stralght nose,:and the same goes for eyes,

-

halr, and all other features.i And whlle the problem can'

be somewhat allev1ated by the pollce artlst S charts, 1t_»

- cannot be entlrely so, 51mply because of the great varlety



p0551ble w1th1n ‘the boundarles of the general types on

.

'”f‘the charts. Stlll, that is a. mlnor problem, appllcable’

Wi

‘to all deflnltlons Wthh are. not stlpulatlve There 15‘
e more serlous problem here,’whlch is that- I have never
'sat down and taken a careful 1nventory of Susan s‘,

,features., I have 1ooked at her face,. not at: her nose.

'.tI have seen her nose only 1nsofar as - 1t functlons as a

: part of her whole face My awareness of 1t has been,;lh:'
'Polanyl s terms, sub51d1ary rather than focal. 1I mlght
:recognlae it out of context, but then agaln, I mlght\
ﬂ?.make a near mlSS, or worse. | ' ‘
. But even 1f I had the klnd of eye for deta11 that
:takes notlce of the shapes of noses,vand even 1f the {i |

- vocabulary problem is. overcome as. well as 1t can be over-

o

. \__,_—
. come,. there remalns another, the most serlous, problem

;of'artlculatlon. That is the problem of artlculatlng the.
- arrangement of Susan s features How -do- they all go-’
;ptogether to make up her face7 Her features are: 1ntegrated
Hand thls 1ntegnatlon is well nlgh 1mp0551ble to artlculate.
~Not only is'a vocabulary V1rtually non elxstent, but the
‘development of one must presuppose the ex1stence oi
capa01t1es far more sophlstlcated than those requ1red for
ithe comprehen51on of an ordlnary osten51ve deflnltlon.i
It has already been p01nted out that a whole is®more than
?the sum of 1ts parts, and that the 1ntegrat10n of those

o

-parts 1nto a whole is to some’ ext Nt dependent on the



'~-accurate ~and complete an analy51s was glven of the

manner 1r1\ﬁuch we percelve those parts We can describe

ffa face at all only“to someone already capable of seeiug
~ features as- lntegrated faces. We may . be able tob_articur
late some of the lnfluences which have a bearlng_on'thek
fway in wh1ch we ‘see what we see, but thelr very

o

1nf1n1tude defles analy51s Furthermore, no matter how

2

’ 1nfluences bearlng on our” manner of. perce1v1ng, that

_would be no help at all 1f what we had in mlnd was: to

o,

ell someone else not merely how we saw, but how he could
see that way. too: The 1mportance of th1s last p01nt to

‘ the solutlon of Slbley S problems is such that it

[

‘,obv1ously requlres further 1nvest1gat10n It w1ll be

taken up agaln in the forthcomlng dlSCUSSlOH of 'skills.

v

:, The 1dent1f1catlon of phy51ognom1es s somethlng

, people do all the tlme, but some of us are better at it

"5than others. We all know people who never forget a face

and other people who never remember - We would no doubt
be Justlfled in: thlnklng of" 1t as a 3klll albeit‘a'very
prosalc one,»common to almost everyone and used every

day. Andhwe also; after all, ’thlnk‘of the exercrse of -

.taste as a sklll We should therefore, be Justlfled in

adoptlng the worklng hypothe51s that Polany1 s account
of the sallent characterlstlcs of skills w1ll be useful
'1nsexpla1n1ng taste. Furthermore, part of - the demona’

stratlon that Polanyl S account of perceptlon enables us

\-. :

a
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‘Skill,‘w1ll not‘really serve as an example, because-as‘

’ ‘ .
to begln maklng sense of aesthetlc perceptlon w1ll

con51st in explalnlng why we are unable to 1nfer the

"ex1stence of aesthetlc features from the ex1stence of

non;aesthetlc features., It Wlll further suggest why the
means adopted to p01nt out aesthetlc features to)those
SO;far_unable ‘to see them should be successful (or

unsuccessful).‘ Wlth regard to those 1ssues, the forth-

‘comlng account- of the place of tac1t knowledge 1n skllled

’performances should be helpful

Wl shall take as my: clue for this investigation .

:the well-known fact that the aimdoffa skilful performance

is achleved by the observance of a set of rules that.-are

|

not known as such to the person follow1ng them "16 'It'

has " long been recognlzed that the more- hlghly skllled

tanyone is at any kind of performance, the less’ he has to

- B

’frefer to the rules as he'goes along.‘ It is notqso well

o recognlzed but should be that most- people 1earn SklllS

w1th very llttle reference to ‘any rules, the only excep—

" tions seeming to be .those skllls for which necessary and

-suff1c1ent rules canandck;exrstJJlastlpulated‘form,

such as the abﬁllty to- multlply Even mathematlcs in .

o
general often cited as an example of rule orlented

soon as one arrives at calculus the model ceases to

app}y.sAThere'are SO many good3examples around of

161bid., p. 49.



skilled behavior which is not learned--let'aione'prac-
tlced--by constant reference -to rules that it is vory
dlfflcult to choose among them. But a quick sampllng

Just to indicate the range covered'mlght 1nclude rldlng

‘a bicycle, u51ng language, playlng planos, palntlng.
;plctures, 1dent1fy1ng faces, and shootlng skeet. _Some

;prellmlnary ruleforlented 1nstructlon;may-be glven,in

such Cases, but.trialﬂand-error, example, and practice

all count for much more:

What in the world then, canvbossiblv be meant

by "the observance of rules' in the above quotatlon7 It
'clearly is not consc1ous observance and adherence What'

it seems to mean is that there are reasons why every

skillful performance succeeds,'or falls for that'matter.$ "
There are thlngs wh1ch have ‘to be. done or have to’ be

taken into account before there can be a success of any

: degree. _These reasons can be of any andwevery concervablef

[N
sort,.

¢ .

To return to the example we have been u51ng,,

‘1dent1fy1ng a phy51ognomy would not be p0551ble w1thout

the focal awareness of it as a whole, Wthh 1n turn would

o not be p0551b1e w1thout the sub51d1ary awareness of

‘_partlcular features. Such sub51d1ary awareness would

constltute the observance of a necessary rule for

identifying faces.’ Por if we d1d not Know: fhe features

and their’arrangement, we_wOulq;be 1ncapable of
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identifying any 'face. By the usc of such p‘(}rceptual
eLnes as these, wetare able to petceiVe a whole faee}‘
There may very.welr'be other rules which must‘be met,
but thls one 1s -primary and serves to 111ustrate the
“p01nt; It should also serve to 1llustrate the" p01nt that.

not only do we not. have to be consC1ous of the rules when

we become skllled at- a performance, we need not ever haVe‘_

" Known them.

»Granted that'we do notmlearn skills_;or at least
do not learn skllls only--by: follow1ng rules, does ‘that
mean that no set of rules can be formulated such that web~
can be told how to achleve a Sklllful perfoxmance?'
Polanyl w1shes to uphold the strong clalm that no
tomplete set of rules can ever be formulated for a-

' sk;lled performance._ To some extent hlS.ClaJm 1s.baSedn'“
‘on the 1nf1n1tude of p0531b111t1es bearlné on>any skllled
: performance | That mlght not be con51dered a serlous
'problem if what were meant by a complete set of rules
were only a llstlngtof the actlons one had to perﬁorm
'(But 1mag1ne trylng to tell ‘someone how to do someth;ng
»as simple as tying a knot if you had ‘to tell. him not
juSt what to do“with.the-ends-of'the cord but how he had
to move h?s fingets! We presnpﬁ%se muchlmote'infgiving
;1nstructlons thﬁn we commonly realiaebj |

The strongest ba51s for his clalm is not thls
inf;nitude of posbelllt;es,Ynonblsnlt\the endless_

i
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o ) : .
variatiops of technique appertaining thereto. It 1s the

fact that'every skillful performance is .an intentional
performande,-even the muitiplrcation tables. - Nothing

" done accidentally or unintentionalty is . a skillful'per5
formance,jno matter-how‘weil it turns out. The person
doingvit'wonld"haVe to:be aware of what it.was he wanted. %
to.do. And the 1ntentlon of aperson undertaklng a per_
bformance cannot be spelled out fully in terms of a list

of the partluclar act1v1t1es which must.be carried out

.before success-can be achieved, no matter how complete

e
N

‘that list. The aim of'a skillfulvperformance is also a
whole Whieh cannot’be.summed up'by reciting its partsg

‘Before you can tell someone how to do somethlng,.you must
-presuppose that he already knows what‘lt is he 1s to do. .
Slnce the partlcuiar actlons Wthh must be performed w1ll
‘be performed in ‘terms of that whole, our awareness of |
them will become sub51d1ary Our.knowledge of what must
be=donefto,make posslble the_desired.aohievement Witi_be.
‘tacit;' The problems ofhartieulatiOn‘already discussed' |
~ will apply to it. "hA_‘ ‘ o b' ) -.' .

Another dlstlnctlon remalns “to be made before

&

Polany1 s account ‘can be applled to Slbley s work in
aesthetlcs. It can be rlghtly obJected that the exercise
of taste is a skill, “but that taste itself is not a

sk;ll. Whlle taste makes p0551ble certaln sorts of

'actions, there ‘are other condltlons Wthh make p0551ble

K
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the same act i(illb;, which conditions netther Si bley nor |
would want fo call taste. This point will be oxpungcd
upon 1in chapter three. The distinction which needs to
be made for that discus‘,siop s Polanyi's distin('tvion
betweeﬁ skill and Sonnoisscurship.

The appreciable difference bhetween skill and

. o
connoisseurship is that skill Must include actions
difectedwtOWArd the achievement of a specitfic géal.

[

Connoisseurship involves observation and appreciation

wlthout necessarily 1nclud1ng ?gy goal-oriented dCtlon

"In the exercise of 'skill and theg practice of connoisseur-

'19&21 the act of knowinJ is seen to involve . . . the
R 4

ng of ourselves into the sub51d1ary awareness of.
Q‘W<:ulars, which in the performance o»f skills are
instrumental to a skilful éphievément, andFWhich in the
"eXercise of connoisseurship functionlas the elements of
»the observed comprehen51ve whole."17 Otherwise! the s
.rules of operatlonrof taplt knowledge apply t@ skills

and to Conn01sseursh1p allke. There are further

51m11ar1t1es. Both skllls and connoisseurship are capable

of being developed and 1mproved upon, nelther Just happens.'

Eurthepmore,'some people are more skiliful than others,
just as some people are bettér connoisseurs. The point

is simply that while some actions are associated with

T

- 171bid., p. 64.

S0
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e . . o
. . L .. ) : - - // ) X
connoisseurship, it is possible”to be skillful . at those

: ' . : - . ) . ‘ . A . " N :
fuctions without he1ng a2 Cconnorsseur.

The follow1ng questlonunaturally arlsesr”»lf'wej
b'.do not learn to be sklllful or to'be ggnﬂolsseurs by‘
flearnlng and’ follow1ng rules for successful performahces,
how do we - l rn? The model ‘we need for how bUCh thlngs
are learned is not a deductive model of rules lald out

to be consc1ouslyvfollowed, but the mwodel of an apprenm

‘ticeship.‘ The apprentice ! -arns not nich by thinking

as.by-dorng; He 1is taught net so much by ~ules as by’
exXample. fwhat'the apprent:ce 1z tola hy the‘masterwis
not half'so'important‘as whe - he is shown. It'may be

argued that the apprentlce is oiten told what:ro'do,

told 1A greqt detall The polnt 15 that undegstanding

.what he is’ told w1ll not- ‘make him skllled "The rules he

mast follow the thlngs he is told to do‘muér reaéhﬂa l-
p01nt where _they Rgcome functlonal to ﬁlgivenlend. Theyﬁ
.Cﬁnnot remain abstra 1ons,_for their funerionaliry'iy
the mosr lmpOrtanf'thing,about them.v To reéch this
poiht; the apprenthe must undergo«much stumbllng

practlce,'much trial and error; much Neary effort w1ll

. . Lot e

¢

be required of him before he has "acqulred a feel” for
(

‘hls‘mater;als. Only when he acqulres that feel w1ll the'"

0

master be'satisfled with the apprentlce.

This model of apprentlceshlp applles not Just to

r, i

sklll but to conn01s§§%rsh1p.j One cannot learn to bé a

LT

Cy.
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>conn01sseur Just by readlng books or attending lectnres;
B . )

_Mater1al fromjsuch sources,‘though 1mport1nt éis_useless
untll 1t 1s 3551m11ated. The fac1l1t1es for observatlon,
: apprehen51on, appreclatlon, and evaluatlon_lnyolyed musti
also be learned by practlce, by trlal and error. ,The
dlscrlmlnatlng perceptlons of the conn01sseur are>not
a51ly acqulred e . o

Someone is bound to object here that all thls
means.ls'that_the rules have to- be learned very“hell
such thatfonoe»they‘are'well learned, their use: naturally
"fbecomee second-nature; Bot'thi;‘islthe b01nt thataln'
the process of becomlng skilled, the craftsman hlmself
is altered a551m11at1ng for hlmself a new context, from
.the standp01nt of whrch the very materlals w1th Wthh he g
nworks ‘are no longer the same but are seen and felt R
dlfferently

Thls is perhaps easler to make'clear ln'the-oase"
of the conn01sseur, for whom it ie far lese.eaéy:to make
a superflclal llSt of actlona'to be performed 'What‘
must be done to make a conn01sseur is to alter hlS very
',perceptlons, Wthh 1t 1s p0551ble to do by alterlng what
I have been calling hlS manner of perce1v1ng. ‘How thlS-Q»
happens will'be gone into in some'detall in drscn551ngr
the conn01sseur of the arts in chapter three. |

When phllosophers argue any questlon, they - have

. at the ready the various ru}es of loglc aAd of ev1dence.
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o

They have but to dlscover 1n each other S arguments any

“

of the formal or 1nformal fallagles to destroy or

o,

. I G?“x
_serxously weaken,those arguments. WhatJthey have for-

&

gotten 1s that even in thlS dlsC1pllne, where there are:

o L o

falrly clear cui and W1dely accepted rules for R

o

O

O
g

successful performance, a long and arduous apbrentrcéshlp
: % Coole e
must be gonefthrough before those rules becbme functlonal o

- o «
o PN

and caﬁ be followed W1%h fac111ty ven the phllosopher

has to develop a feel for what ‘he does'“°°"pé;' p. Gsry Véagtc

| F.JQ_ It has now, I hope, gecome obv1ous that we' haye i °;ﬁn, .
not one probl;m on our hands but two. lTo 1llustra&e thlsi?_z
porntg let ‘us return once more:to fhE°example”of physlog_ ' ;;w

nomles. The-problem was how torrdentlfytsusannHaley. Q‘“uj
The questlon may be asked from an academlc standp01nt.tvi

Q

how is anyone able to recognlze Susan? The answer to

u

such a questlon wlll consast an a: dlscu551on of the.

o' .,

processes of perceptlon as’ they relate to 1dent1fy1ng

[}

faces, llstlng the causes o¥ COHdltLOﬂS o% 1nfluences

that enable peopLe to make 1dent1f1cataons. The dlS—‘ ; S

<\,_\
&

cussaoncof the perceptlon of wholeB glven earller is an
a &

exampAe of the kind oﬁ answem requlred by thls sort of

o : ) ; v, w0
questlon ! ' o ,,"‘ s o T e e

©

>a‘;' -But there is another standpolnt from Wthh the
questlon may be asked How can. I--or anyone egse~-become

‘ablento make_such an,ldentifiCation?” Letdme_take thls_up'ﬁ e
as the,questioﬂ of how I:can tell‘anyone else how to

\\‘,":‘j ’ \ g . I
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~identify Susan _ Let us suppoSe-again that I am trying °

© o, o tor glvo the pOllCL artlst a\descrlptlon of 5usan that_
w1ll enable h1m to have a good chance of 1dent1fy1ng her.
bThat I cannot glve h1m a perfect—_l e. loglcally

: suff1C1ent--descr1ptlon has already been establlshed
f"What needs to Pe emphaslzed 1s that I could glve him no
. AVdescrlptlon at’ arl 1f he dld not already know the wags

o

&m ®h1ch partlcularcfeatures go together to make up whole

%%rffaﬁésQ leen that much in common in what I have been ‘gw?w~.

[}
"

S e 'calllng ‘our: manner of percelvxng, ‘we can at least attempt

’_”a comp051te of Susan, whlch dependrng on other factors,

o
coq

may be mofe or less successful.l To some extent we are~

'botH’capabie of folﬂow1ng the rules. _ :

el What 1s really 1mportant heref" that no answef

o

Jcan be g;ven to a° questloner who is 1ncapabie of under_; _

2 < 2 o

~stand1ng 1t who 1acks any condltlon oﬁ understandlng, beT

L 9o

othe necessary 1nf1uences phys;cal psychologlcal

rwhat have you. Imaglne -8 phy51C1st trylng to explaln to’

<

oL a KalaharlnBushman why he. cannot shoot his? arrow: into

‘o b}

“ " the’ sun.' It ﬁay be--rndeed a@ften should be--p0551ble tQ

Q.

ald the questloner who lacks some condltlon. It may,.g or .
vexample, be p0551ble to obtaln an- operatlon on someone
_congenltally blind.% But no number af explanatrons of. the

Ce

',processes of" 51ght will be of - any help to a‘blimd man in

R

Vthe sense of enabllng hLm to see.

o]

)

E



.- CHAPTER 3

I w1sh to malntaln that an account of. perceptlon
"such as that glven in’ the 1ast chapter prov1des us w1th

a ba51s for maklng sense of aesthetlc perceptlon. ThlS

~
~

fshould enable us to glve some answers to. the. questlons

3

'about taste Wthh were asked in the flrst chapter 'To,

"proceed‘ I must demonstrate the appllcablllty of Polany1 R

.account to Slbley s work.” I shall attempt ‘to show 1ts

»appllcablllty by answerlng the followrng two questlons.r

'~(1) What is the dlfference between aesthetlc perceptlon

- o

:and ‘non- aesthetlc percept10n7 (2) Why are we unable to%:
hlnfer from the ex1stence of certaln non- aesthetlc
.features 1n a work of art that the work will also hatep

- certaln aesthetlc features7 What 1s wrong w1th that
”model of explanat10n7 Hav1ng dealt w1th those questrons,-”f
I shall proceed to ask why we should be w1111ng to accept;

*vthe account of aesthetlc perceptlon offered here. HaV1ng

~done that, I shall flnally consxder whether Slbley

B

himself would be 11kely to agree or dT?fer with such an.
tbaccount. - ‘f.i - - '

‘What is the dlfference between aesthetlc and
non- aesthetlc percept10n7 Let me begln by summarlzlng

‘the account wh1ch was - offered Ain the last chapter of
. ' [T .

BN

C sy
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what perceptlon is in general for 1t is in terms of

-that account that thlS questlon must be answered. The'

'".process of perceptlon--all perceptlon--ls a. process of

gestalt formatlon. Numerous varratlons are p0551ble'

Wlthln the. process,‘dlfferent 1nfluences may be brought

Tto” bear, dlfferent degrees of complex1ty are pOSS1ble,

ot

'etc. But ‘even our slmplest perceptlons ‘are the result-

A;of a gestalt formatlon process. ThlS is true even of

the perceptlon of what 1s generally regarded as the

\51mplest of sensory experlences, that of color.3 It has '

-already ‘been p01nted out that whenever anyone sees the

celebrated patch of . blue( he w1ll see ‘it.on a qullt or .

.between two'clouds. Even the blue seen when the flngers.'

o f
are pressed flrmly agalnst closed eyellds for a’ few

seconds,has shapeufa shlftlng, pu151ng, 1ndef1n1te shape‘

'.to be sure,.but shape nonetheless.. Furthermore, that

pu151ng, 1ndef1n1te, color shape\ls seen as contrastlng

“lW1th 1ts darker background.'

x

MOV1ng on from such extremely 51mple sensory

(=3

‘experlence, let us con51der two very 51mple shapes,_

‘ notlng that eVen the 51mplest of shapes are percelved

as gestalten. Con51der a. stralght llne When

v

we see” a llne, we’ see rt as COntrastlng with. 1ts back-

fhground. This is the famous flgure/ground dlstlnctlon of

"gestalt psychology at 1ts most ba51c, Now con51der some

v O
‘dots. * o kx It is clear that in addltlon to seelng



;these;dotsecontrasting.with their backgrbund fwevsee,
1them arranged, as hav1ng relatlonshlps to each other,»the"
four on the rlght belng.grouped the one on the left
'belng s1ngled out In our process\of perceptlon '
'gestalten have been formedfeuen in . such. 51mple cases as
-'these.'; o l ’; . -'7‘ ,_’Lpf,ia : \:‘

“ | Polany1 wants to descrlbe perceptlon as the per-
ceptlon of parts in- terms of a whole.- ThlS is what a

.}perceptual gestalt formatlon con51sts in, the perceptlon

'”vof parts 1nsofar as they functlon as parts of the whole.“

The process 1n wh1ch a perceptual gestalt is formed ‘takes

place through the a551mllatlon of parts 1nto a whole.r Itx
-may not be 1mmed1ately eV1dent that there are parts to a
-stralght llne, untll we - conSLder that in our perceptlon.
-of a stralght llne (or anythlng else for that matter) we .
are 1n fact seelng both the flgure and 1ts background
.In the case of the dots, of course,‘the objection. 1s
\:unllkely to arlse that there are no - parts,,nor is 1t '
A_hllkely to- arlse in the case of other,,more complex =
flgures. - o -
_ - o o ,
» Let us now con51der an example 1n Wthh the
-:gestalt formed ‘is more: complex, Qpr 1nstance, the humanf'
.phy51ognomy._ ItQhas already been p01nted out that whennt.
we. see fa<es,rwe see. the parts ol 3 those faces, such ‘as;

’eyes, mouth ch1n forehead etc., not as lsolatedA

~entlties hut 1nsoﬁar as they are. parts of -a whole facef



»

~In our pcrcept1on of u‘tace a‘gestalt‘ts_formed7of
" parts in a system of complex, interlocking,relatronships.
We see-features.as arranged aszcontrasting in cOlor;p
_etc ” rather than in 1solatlon “We can of~coursevfocus
on. features of a face rather than on the whole face,‘bu‘tt
we- stlll percelve such ‘a feature as a flgure d;stlnct
'from 1ts background at the very least Polany1 p01nts-
_out that in the process of perceptlon, our’awareness of
5the parts is sub51d1ary to our awareness. of the whole
‘ But what ‘we have summarlzed so far 1s true of
all perceptlon _ What we need to f}nd is that feature of
., Polany1 s account of perceptlon whlch will prOV1de a
ffoundatlon for dlstlngulshlng aesthetlc perceptlon from
non- aesthetlc percept;on. We begln to see what thlS:
*‘;mlght be when we reallze, apropos of our phy51ognomy
'~jexample, that whether we see a: face or 1ts partlcular
features depends not on the thlng belng seen, but on a -
cOntrlbutlon made to the process by the percelver.. There

A

uare numerous theorles as to- preC1sely what thlS contrl-'

f~but10n 1s,.everyth1ng from some. mlnute phy51olog1cal

-change to ChlldhOOd learning. experlences, but determlnlng.

the . prec1se contrlbutlon need not concern us here. 18 - The

»

l81 am always he51tant about offerlng any argument
based on a p0551ble world. But thé following gquotation®
from a science fiction story about visitors from outer .
~ space seems to me soO suggestlve that I would like to offer
" it for the benefit anyone inclined to. believe, that we
.make no contrlbutrgn to our perceptlon of the hunman face



p01nt is that the way.we see the thlng pexc eived shapes
. ou’r perceptlon of 1t. | Though of course thls contrlbutlon,
'Wthh I have  been calllng our manner of perce1V1ng; 1s
not lhe sole determlnant of the form the gestalt takes
"‘There are 11m1ts on what we ~an see anythlng as.’ |
| | The- pornt of saylng that the process of percep-
tlon is a process of gestalt formatlon and that- our
manner of perce1vrng determlnes the form of the gestalt’
"1s that the dlfference between aesthetlc perceptlon and.
jnon aesthetlc perceptlon w1ll be found here, in the |
.manner of perce1v1ng There must be an’ aesthetlc manner
"of perce1v1ng and a rnon- aesthetlc manner of perce1v1ng
:So that it w111 be necessary to glve an account of the'
4d1fference between aesthetlc and- non- aesthetlc perceptlon'
’1n terms of an account of the aesthetlc marine r of:
'5.berce1V1ng.. Shortly, I w1ll attempt to give, 1f not a s
;complete account at least a sketch Wthh 1nd1cates the |
llnes along wh1ch such an account would have to proceed.

Let us flrst descrlbe what we see. when we - have a

non-aesthet1C’perceptlon of some object such'as a canvas

or form- "But there it was: an impression of a tall,
'slender human-lodking figure, oddly hard to get hold. of -
visually, because of our. -ekpectations about the humanc
form." - James B. Girard, ”Something s Coming,":Faritas
and Science Fiction, May 1975. ~Anyone regarding this
possible example as too fantastical is referred to the
example provided us by phrenologists, physical anthro_
pologists, and other experts, who, when focally aware of
the features of a human face, see far more: of them and
in greater detail’ than any of us would. @
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with. paint on 1t or a piece of carved wood, say Pablo

.Plcasso s ”Don Qulxote,' as opposed to what we see when

we have .an aesthetlc perceptlon of . the same object.. This
is not 1ntended to be stlpulatlve, to deflne aestherlc
perceptlon as the perceptlon of aesthetlc features. It
is merely to begln at the beglnnlng, to descrlbe the.
phenomenon which must be accounted for. As Sibley‘pointsf
out, if we had not already made a- dlstlnctlon betweenv

aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc features, we couldznot begin

S to do aesthetlcs at all. If we were perce1v1ng "Don

Qulxote"‘non aesthetlcally, we would see black _angular
line figures on an off- whlte background - Of the three

moSt‘prominent figures the largest occuples most of ‘the

rlght and middle foreground a. second smaller flgure is

located'towats left, and the thlrd promlnent frgure is

in the upper left hand corner.’ If on the other hand,

we were seelng."Don Qu1xote" aesthetlcally, we. would see

‘crudlty, strength, and balanced tens;on, grotesquery and-

sombreness.

We have sald the. process of perceptlon 1s one 1nb

-Wthh gestalt formatlon takes - place Al we can see from

the above descrlptlon the gestalten formed ‘in.non-

,aesthetlc perceptlon 1nclude colors, srmple shapes, etc.

The gestalten formed 1n aesthetlc perceptlon on the

"other.hand, 1nclude features not so easrly classified,

perhaps,because, as we will see, they'are for the-most
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part more'complex. wWhat we hube to cxplaih'is why the
latter gestalten are formed rather than the former.

J ~In the cése of noh-aesthetic)perccption we have -
already.explalned whdt is 1nvolved in the formation of
such- gestalten . The relatlonshlps Wthh have been shown.,
to flgure 1n their- formatlon are falrly 51mple, such as
flgure/ground contrast group1ng, etc. " They are. all e
perfectly perceptlble to anyone hav1ng ordlnary eye51ght..
In fact, given ordlnary eye51ght 1t 1s not p0551p1e not5
to see-them, unless of course the percelvex ‘closes h1s
:eyes, turns out the llght etc. The manner of perce1V1ng
ﬁwhlch makes pOSSlble non- aesthetlc perceptlon, then,f

would.seem to be_whatever condltlons make ordlnary'eye-_;

Slght p0551ble Admittedly, this is a moot'poiht, but

">the questlon of whether any COHdlthHS other than

stralghtforward phy51olog1cal condltlons are 1nvolved;
.here is one T prefer to ay01d. T prefer to devote my
'energles to- the problem of what makes aesthetlc perceptioh
spec1f1cally aesthetlc. ‘

R When "Don Qulxote" is percelved aesthetlcelly,
_the gestalten formed are. those descrlbed above, crudlty,
‘balanced tensxon,-etc. - The formatlon of these gestalten‘
.takes place through the a551m1latlon of parts into a.
whole. When we percelve an‘aesthetic gestalt_ we

'percelve, not Just parts, but parts functlonlng in terms

of a whole, that is to say, parts hav1ng numerous complex



‘nose, “and mouth, must be arranged in certaln ways.' They

O()

relationships to each other, whic:h” would not make up the
who_l,vs tll‘cy do without those 1'(‘.1;ltiousl'li,ps. OQur aware-
ncss‘of these parts 1s not focal, but. is rather subsidiary
to our awareness of .th(* whole! |

To be in with we may say Lhat thcre are two kinds

of parts which may be visuaLly’assimilated into an

aesthetic whole through our processes of perception,

namely,_non_aesthetic features and other aesthetic
Y . ) . ) } ' .

'features.- There 1s no difference, however, in their

functlon, for both are percelved as parts sub51d1ary to

.

the whole. This-functionality of the parts to the whole

.

“in the formatlon of an "aesthetic gestalt is the most"

important thing abou’ r'hem, SO, at the IlSk of seemlng

>to recapltulate end. : y; I shodld'p01nt out once more

'that a whole is not 51mply the sum. of a® % parts, for

Rt .,

“those parts, like the pleces of an orange or"- llke eyes,

must.be shaped structured grouped contrasted W1th
other parts, etc. etc. etc.‘ All the relatlonshlps

ﬁp0551ble between parts would constltute ‘a vast llStlnb

lndeed one Wthh _1f all p0551ble comblnatlons of
relatlonshlps were consrdered .would become well nlgh

endless. The one functlon that all parti/xave in’ common

in the process of perceptlon ‘18 that of belng percelved

_sub51d1ary ‘to the whole. We cannot both be aware of the'

-

parts and at the same time bevaware offthe,whole.

—
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[t is -possible that .\'.umcoho might objecat »l(-v itlu-
cl:alnl that aes t}u:tl( features can function as ;wuttts uf
" other aesthetic features on the grounds that‘this
suggests that there may be more than one kind of aesthetic
feature,.whloh would place us in conflict w:th Sibley's
two-fold dlstlnctlon between ae>thct:c?and nOH—dCbthCLlL
features.v But there is no reason for-such a conflict to

)

arise. We have already shown that non_aeethetlc featurcs

-

are themselves wholes, though for the most part somewhat
5A51mplEr in organxzation than aesthetlc wholes.' Except .
for this degree of. complex1ty in senbary organization,
there is no: dlfference in the organlzatlonal pr1ncrples
d.lnvolved. What makes somethlng part of an aesthetic
whole'ie‘not whether it is 1tself a non-aesthetlc or an
'aesthetlc feature, ‘but rather the fact that 1t functlons

'sub51d1ary to the whole. Fhrthermore, though most

aesthetlc features seem .to be . qulte complex 1n thelr

organlzatlon, t 1s not this~cbmple§{ty that redders them

aesthetic. Indeed one can: thlnk of mf y

b R ) R

features Wthh are not aesthetlc.d The ulmlmate bagmswfor R R

" the dlstlnctlon is our manner of perCQJV1ngpi Eor lt 1s

- »;v- . ~ 4

rthat manner of percelvyng whlch determlnes the way 1n

“ r Ea .J,.
i -

Wthh parts W1ll be se%n rn relatlon to the whole, andh

therefore the character o Ethe whole belng percelved. It
is an advantage of Polan’l ‘s account of perceptlon that

-fhe is able both to pro 1de'for degrees of complex1ty and



to relate aesthetic features to othen aesthetie teatures,
for surely we do mgkc such assoctations,
Aesthetic perception, ‘then, wmay e n-p,‘\xdml. asoa
proceéss of gestalt formation in which fhv non-acstheto
.

’féatures, or on a more complex level of organization
othgx aesthetic features, of a work of art Uumv'to be
perCeLved insofar as they {unctum as parts ol an acsthetico
whole.. Tﬁis gestalt\formatidn tukes place thanks to our
manner of‘perceiving the work of art. ‘Therc,ks nothing
radicél about this claim. It amounts simply'to saying
that since we are able to. perceive things {n at least two
different ways; since\our:perception is uble to shebc or
arrange what we see in more than one way, we are able to

)see the same object, a. canvas in the exampl offered, in

more than one. Why we perceive the various gestalten we
2

“do depends on_varlous 1nfluences, a teqp which® 1 have

already g01nted out includes a wide variety of poeSi-
bllltlegl phy51olog1cal psyehological, sOciological, etc.
Of course the clalm that the perceptlon of" .

& aesthetlc features 1is the perceptlon Df wholes of Wthh

non- aesthetlc features are the parts 1in no way 1mp11e

that all wholes of whlch non_aesthetic,features are the

parts will be aesthetlc. It is 1u1te p0551ble even tor

.a set of non- aesthetlc features characteribtlcally

.

related to aesthetlc features to be pﬁgcelved in an other

#

‘ qthan aesthetlc manner, leading® to their belng percelved

Y : . ,
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otherw1se than as. an aesthetrc whole.‘ It isEalso pOSsible

that there mlght be more thaa one aesthetgc manner of

_pcrce1V1ng,v1eaV1ng open th p0551b111ty that the same,

=5et of part& could be percelv d as, more than one aesthet1c>

Whole. Thxs however seems to me to be more llkely to
happcn not-in-cases of thc features we con51der paradlgm'
cxamples of featurcs whlch are percelved but rather

4

with aebthctlc feature\ uhrch rel; at least part:ally on

interpretatlon. Nevertheless, the possrblllty cannot be

ruled outjea511\,,unless the aesthetlc manner of per—

C e

‘ceiving were ultimately so character;zed as to rule it

out.’
ThlS br1ng5 us to the point where an attempt must

be made .to charactcrlze the aesthetlc manner of perce1v1ng

Therefqre, we must take into account those thlngs Wthh

o -

bear on our manner of perceiving, the way in Wthh we

" see, or hear, or feel. But ‘before 1 go on, let me point

opt_again'that.by manner of.perceiving neither Polanyr
nor\l has in mind a Kantian category, a 51ngle, fixed,

necessary, specific faculty of the mind.: It is a broader

and a looser concept, which is just as well, since the

aesthetic’itself i< a broad and loose concept in which -

Picasso's "Goat™ bears little resemblanee to Bach's
Fugue in D Mlnor and nelther bears much resemblance to

B

Dostqievskl s The Brothers Karamazov 1 have dlready

.

pointed out some of’the Sqrts‘of‘lnfluences there are on
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how we see, phy51ology, expectatlons,'associations,'past

~experience, ctc; Certalnly thebe sort% of thlngb should

ixe some bearlng .on aEsthetlc perceptlon.;

<W1thout suf' ;>1olog1cal comﬁbnents as eyes 1n worklng

order, for - 1nstance, we. would be unable to see even the

black stlck flgures of "Don Qulxote,f let alone its

,crudlty Nor can 1t be denled that experlence and corre-

"late Jearnlng have some bearlng on aesthetlc perceptlon,.

for: taste can "be reflned and expanded.. But having

-con51dered these thlngs, we stlll have: to ~ask what there

is about aesthetlc perceptlon Wthh makes 1t spec1f1cally

‘aesthetic,.for these_thlngs are influences on»all

‘perceptlon.»
‘»It is dlfflcult to do more than p01nt out that

-this questlon arlses for the followlng reason. 'Tne

‘questlon of what character;zes anythlng-rbe“xx an obJect

an emotlon, a way of perce1V1ng thlngs, or Just about

anythlng else one cares to name--as spec1f1cally aes-.

1

.bthetlc is a question that has been con51dered ln detail

by every phllosopher who has ever taken an - 1nterest in

the f1eld of aesthetlcs. ‘In addltlon many ¥ocial
SC1entlsts, artlsts, CflthS, etc. have made‘contr1buti6na
to the disCu551on To glve anythlng llke a comprehen51vei
list of the p0551b111t1es is not w1th1n the scope of

this the51s. To argue conclu51vely for or agalnst any
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s : . .“ L ‘ L \V - ‘
of them onﬁthe grounds of thls theory of perceptlon would

be a the51s 1n 1tsehf . o, , SR

One strength of this account of perceptlon,
however, 1s the w1de scope Wthh it offers for such

speculatlon For 1f anythlng has been made clear in. the .
: £

hlstory of aesthetlcs,ﬂlt is that the characterlzatlons L

~of the aesthetlc are multltudlnous, 1nclud1ng everythlng

from the causaloeffects of aesthetlc obJects through theA

-1nfluence\ of culture to characterlstlcally aesthetlc

emotlons, anv one of Wthh could certalnly 1nfluence how_A
we see. If only to demonstrate the scope of thls theory,

t behooves me . to glve some account of what makes

’aesthetlc perceptlon aesthetlc. But before I begln, let

,offer mlght be mlsungerstood For centurles aesthetzc)ans

;me Just menxlon one way in’ Wthh the account I am about to

,seem to have proceeded w1th thelr 1nvest1gat10ns in. the,.-

flrm %gllef conSC1ously or unconsc1ously held that

'taste, or aesthetlc @erceptlon, ‘is a, separate entlty,

that‘it 1s.3e1ated if at all only very dlstantly to our

‘_ordlnary perceptlons of thlngs. ‘Perhaps because of thlS,‘

or vice versa, the reakm of the aesthetlc was tod often
con51dered to be, or at least dlscussed as if 1t somehow
were, ‘a facet of human llfe wirtually 1solated from our”®

ordlnary human concerns and perceptlons by w1de and

clearly demarcated boundarles. ‘Whlle it must_surely be

Vpossible tovdemafcate’the‘aesthetic-area of our lives

|
i

&

2]
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‘and aesthetlc perceptlon from other'areas of our, limesi
fdnd from what we cons;der toqbe more ordlnary perceptlon;
1f the term aesthetlc is to mhkeaany sEnse at all the ' ,Vh
attempt “to do 8o has been too. v1gorous.' A dlStlnCthn
“need not be drastic tQ be a V1able dlStlnCthﬂ ”This‘
fp01nt Wlll be gone 1nto 1n greater detall later on.ic .f- e
,Some llnes along Wthh such a dlscusslon w1ll haqe to
Mproceed have been suggested 1n the precedlng chapters.

| I 1ntend now *to summarlze two characterlzatlons
ot'aesthetlc experlence Wthh have had some hlstorlcal ‘- . :-Af
klmportance w1fh a view. to demonstratrng by example what
iisorts of 1nfluences on our manner of perce1v1ng mlght
’cOnstrtute condltlons for the aesthetlc manner of per-
ceiVing- There are at least two ‘ways in, Wthh the e
faesthetlc experlence has commonly been characterlzed._
First, 1t has been characterlzed prlmarlly 1n terms of
" the obgect Wthh by belng percelved evokes the
aesthetlc experlence. The example offered of thlS char_
,acterlzatlon is Cllve Bell's theory of 51gn1f1cant form.
‘Second the aesthetlc has been characterlzed 1n\terms of
_some mental state in Wthh the observer of an obJectA
must be 1n orﬁer to percelve the obJect aesthetlcally ©
The examp%e offered of thls characterlzatlon is Edward -
' Bultﬁugh's theory of psychlcal dlstance ‘This is not to
suggest, by the way, that nelther Bell" nor Bullough

recognizedsthe ex1stence of the other 51de of  the c01n"
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Bell was rnterested 1n aesthetlc emotlon and Bullough~1n
the greafer or lesser llkellhood that an ObJECt would be
v1ewed from the standpornt of psychlcal dlstance ! They
dlffered in thelr empha51s . Besides: these two hlstorl_
cally 51gn1f1cant accounts;ll shall con51der the H
characterlzatlon offered by Mlchael Polanyl in hlS
art1cle "What Is a Pa1nt1ng7"‘
- o Let us conslder flrst that.obV1ous factor; the-
aesthetlc obJect 1tself » There 1s: great varlety among
. \aesthetlc obJects To us,'the obv1ous examples are
palnt on canvas, carved stones, prlnt on.paper, etc,,
that is to say, a‘ntlngs and sculpture and books _And
bulldlngs and drama and music. and the dance. ThlS llSt
must be kept loose, for some geople would want go 1ncludeA‘
:,among aesthetlc obJects flower arrangements or bullflghts,-‘
drlftwood or sunsets Yet we all reallze that some
.;obJects are more llkelv to be perce1ved aesthetlcally
_than others in splte of the looseness of “the llSt ' Per—
haﬁk a frultful questlon mlght be, why these partlcular
”obgects7 Why "Don Qulxote" hanglng over: my desk 1nstead

of .the thermos bottle on 1t7 . S

Cllve Bell beglns w1th the assunptlon "that there
is a partlcular k1nd of emotion, provoked by works of
visual art, and that this emotlon is provoked by every '

kind‘of'visual'art . . . is not dlsputed I think, by
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anyonc capable of feellng it. ”19 'He goes on to ask

o

"tht quallty is shared by all obJects that provoke our

esthetlc emotlons”?”zO He answers thlS questlon by saylnp

o

that ”only one answer seems p0551ble—-51gn1f1cant form
'J

In each llnes "and colors comblned 1n a partlcular way,

'.Certaln forms and relatlons of forms,4st1r our esthetlc

n2l -

Y

.emotlons Beyond thls, Bell malntalns that the obJectS'

of thlS aesthetlc emotlon are almost never ObJGCtS of the
'natural world. He'con51ders the sense ine Wthh people

'generally ascr;be aesthetlc predlcates to natural obJects

Cto’ be 1nappropr1ate or at 1east unaesthetlc, partlcularlyrw.

"_the aesthetlc predlcate ”beautlful , For the emotlon W1thf

which he 1s concerned 1s one of "austere and thrllllng
raptures. .; .22 | |

There ére many dlrectlons from Wthh obJectlons
tO‘thlS theory may - come, but perhap% ane of the most
AtelLlng 1s that everythlng we: ‘see has llnes and colOrs,
forms and relatlons, 1n terms of Wthh we see it. ThlS

15 as true of all v151on as it 4s of aesthetlc v151on

‘Perhaps we may obtaln a little enllghtenment through its

lgCllve Bell "Slgnlflcant Form,'vin A Modern
. Book of Esthetics, ed. Melvin Rader (New YorK:. Henry
. Holt and Company, 1938), p. 246, '

201bid., p. 247.
2libid. . o ENno

22Ibid., p. . 257. S L

P
T




'belng 51gn1flcant form "an 1ntense and pecullar 51g-

6O

.t

nlflcance .h.}.~unrelated to the 51gn1f1cance of llfe n23

Of course, one is oblfged to wonder Just what thls
o] :

_pecullar 51gn1f1cance mlght be.' About thlS Bell says,-

:"(A)n obJect con51dered as an end in 1tself moves us motre

A

»profoundly (1 e has greater 51gn1f1cance) than the same

obJect con51dered as a means to practlcal ends or as a’

o

thlng related to human lnterests .,.‘,”24 It 1s 1ts,"

- "pure form,?'whatever that mlght be, in wh)eh Bell. is

’1nterested But. 1f we are to take as our crlterlon the

’perceptlon of an obJect as ”an end in: 1tself"'and mean'

by 1t that we see. 1t from the standp01nt of none of our

-partlcular 1nterests, we w1ll flnd ourselves in dlffl—,;

ultles. For it 15 perfectly p0531ble that I mlght

notlce, for example, that a - thlng was red in a- casual-

,way, not regardlng it as a means to any partlcular

ﬁlnterest that L mlght have. But such casual observatlons |

hardly constltute aesthetlc experelncestt Nor do they

.achleve anythlgg like the emotlonal helghts Bell thlnks

'must accompany aesthetlc experlence

PR

More Wlll be sald both about aesthetlc emotlon

‘and about the dlfference between the aesthetlc and the‘;

practicaltas T go'on. 'But,now let‘us conslder,Polanyl s

Qaﬁf " 231bia., , B 253

v24Ib1d,, p. 262.

14




char cterrzatlon of .the aesthetlc obJect both«as another
way in Wthh the aesthetlc obJect mlght 1nfluence our
perceptlon of 1t to become aesthetlc and as a natural
bridge to Bullough 7 Polanyl, hav1ng malntalned that
lpalntlngs are gestalt wholes,‘goes on 'to maintain that’
bthere is somethang 1nterest1ng about gestalt formatlon_
in palntlngs. o V

The unlon 1s not a fu51on of complementary parts

to a whole, but a fusion of contradictory features.
The flatness of a. canvas is combined.with perspec-

tival depth, Wthh is the very opposlte of ‘
flatness., 25 _ B

_ He goes on to. say about the representatlve arts in
general that we flnd that a subJect 1s represented
"w1th1n an-. art1f1C1al framework whlch contradlcts 1ts

-representatlve aspects "26 Thanks to these factors we'

";may say that “the arts have a . trans natural nature, such

bthat "The arts do not exhlblt thlngs which. could be, m
there and yet are not there'»they exhlblt thlngs of a
'fklnd that cannot ex1st 'elther in nature or among men "27'
;Another example prOV1ded of the phenomenon of art1f1c1al
frameworkils poetry, in wh;ch the ordlnary descrlptlve

VCOntent is\combined With meter, rh?me,‘expreSSive sounds,

\“métaphor, etc., all of'whichAfuncti0ﬂ5asrsﬁbsidiaries'of

: 25Mlchael Polanyi, ”What Is a Pa1nt1@k7";.The
‘Amerlcan Scholar, 1970, p- 662.‘ :

261b1d., p. 664

271bid., p-. 667.
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the'whole’boemb' There is also the example of drama,:in
which varlous actlons are carefully slmulated yet that
51mulat10n is not allowod to- reach a. p01nt at which it
will actually deceive. We are not .after all .decerved
when Hamlet klllS Polonlus 1nto bellefs and reactlons
con51§tent w1th w1tne551ng ‘an. actual murder.‘ Thé range

ye
of 51mulatlon 1s restrlcted in part by the artlfLC1al

‘apparatus of stage craft It should also be noted that

‘some res1ra1nt on the. 51mulatlon 1s provrded by . the

" they the moSt illusOry7

subsidiary reallzatlon of the-audrence members that- they.
are in fact attendrng a play - This subsidiary realiza—'

tion enables the audience to V1ew the murder of Polonlus

' w1th--hopefully_-a dlfferent emotlonal attltude to that

with which they would view the murder of the local

gas statlon attendant durlng a" robbery

. of - ‘course 1t doesn't always work qultg that way.

There is, for example, the dellghtful tale of a remote

and 1solated Berber ‘tribe confronted W1th thelr flrst

movie. When the villain flung the her01ne over.hls '

.saddle and'gallOped away, the trlbesmen leaped to their

feet as one man, drew"thelr scimitars, and dashed through

_the screen in hot pursult. (Not for nothlng are movies”

the .most realistic of'tﬁe repreSentative arts. Or are-.

2

\i\\\Few persons who;have worked in aesthetlcs would

5t

‘deny that- dne characterlstlc of the aesthetlc manner of

-
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perce1V1ng 1s_a capacity for emotion, -We“ordinarily‘
expect some sort of emotlonal impact- to be 1nvolved in
. an encounter witR.an aesthetic object, such‘that.we‘are
angered or uptifted saddened or made Jubllant etc.
But\as'Polanyi, not to mention many another philosopher
'notes,.there is a d;fference‘between aesthetic emotlons
andtemotions of other kinds " Unlike the Berbers,“we do
‘not rise to pursue the V1Jla1n.‘ And'in‘the unlikely’
event that we leap onto the stage to-turn Hamiet_over to
the authorrtles--or help him get away,»dependinghon‘our.
bsympathles-—lt may serlously be questloned whether we
are any longer‘actlng in an aesthetlc manner._ ThlS-
attitude i; commonly understood hyiphilosophers to be
opéosed.to‘what'might hevcalled a practical or-everyday
'attitude, which,might unAerstandabiy motivate us to take'
some aractlcal action. | |
f~' o But we have .gone now from speaking of emotions to
speaking of attltudes, wh;ch is propably Just as well. ;,*‘
In our diseussion of‘Clive‘Beli's position;:it was\
pointed.outithat he postulates the\existence_of a particu-
lar aesthetie emotion, thehpresence of which is evoked
in those eapable,ofkfeeling it by significant form. éit
there are:prohlems with this~Viem. For one thing, there

~ are numerous possible aesthetic emotions. We may be
: ~ .
~.

uplifted or made jubilant,‘Which might corféspghd to

Bell's austere and icy heights. But it does not seem to
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be obvxously mlstaken to say that we may be‘said‘to he
angercd, or saddencd, or cven dusg uated cand stitd be
bsald to be acsthetioally moved. But,perhaps'&ven more
1mportantly ”even if the postulated emotlan could be
1dent1f1ed its arousal in the recipient would not.
hprOV1de the necessary crlterion of relevance. The
-reason for this is- that an aesthetlc experlence does not
‘seem to me 1neV1tably ‘an emotional one. 28 It 1s~per-
fectly_concelvable,-for example, that two persons haV1ng
an argument about whether a‘palntlng was dellcate or
1n51p1d could. defer to’ the authorlty of a pa551ng expert
hwho could-: take a: qulck look at the palntlng, pronounce.
it~dellcate or rnslpld,_and hurry on hlS way W1thout
feeling any corresponding-aesthet1c emotion.. Neverthe-
‘less,'the expert would have had’ an aesthetlc experlence-—
perhaps aesthetlc experlence at 1ts most ba51c_-1n thus'
percelvlng the palntlng s aesthetlc feature. ‘It does. .
not seemn, then,_that»emotlonal capac1ty 1s.a neoeSSary
prereouisite for aesthetic perception in individual,,
cases (though it is worth p01nt1ng out that it may still
be, and in some sense I think stlll 1s, relevant to the
original development'of’the'capac1ty here so.casually
exercised) Is there any characterlstlc attitude wthh

hmlght apply to all these 51tuat10ns7

_ 28E M. Bartlett "The Determination of the
Aesthetlc Mlnlmum," Proceedlngs of the Arlstotellan
‘SOC1etX' 1934-1935, p. 121. .

. -
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'One 1nterest1ng account whlch attempts to .

characternze the attltude common to aesthetlc experlcnce

these varying s1tuat1ons, one which gave rise to much -
subsequent speculatlon is Edward Bullough's artlcle on
psych1cal dlstance.- He illustrates the meanlng of the
term ”psychlcal dlstance" by a strlklng 1llustratlon of
I;a fog at sea. A fog at sea, as he p01nts out is not’
only phy51cally annuv1ng and dangerouS, but by V1rtue of
its obscurlty and 1solatlon productlve 5f strained '
anx1ety, of feellngs of 1nV1s1ble dangers. lurking just

'beyond the - range of human; perceptlon. It is nevertheless

p0551ble to enJoy,Aln one sense of ‘the term,'Such a~fog, ‘

'”Dlrect the attentlon to the features: 'obJectlvely
constltutlng the phenomenon_-the vell surroundlng you
fW1th an’ opaqueness as’ of transparent mllk, blurrlng the
-.outllne of thlngs and dlstortlng thelr shapes 1nto ‘weird

grotesqueness‘. .. and above all the strange solltude

"*and remoteness from the world- as 1t can ‘be found only

eon the hlghest mountaln tops,iand the experlence may
acqulre, -in 1ts uncannv mingllng’of repose and terror;ra
:flavor of such concenttated p013nancy and dellght as to
contrast sharply W1th the blind and dlstempered anx1ety

of its other aspects ”29 He. compares thls contrast to

o

29Edward Bullough "Psychlcal Dlstance as a

nFactor in Art and an Esthetic Principle," British Journal

of Psychology, 1913. Reprlnted in A Modern Book of
Esthetics, pp. 316 17. y :
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the 1mpre551on we sometimes experlence when'”WL swatch v
'Y w0

the consummatlon of some 1mpend1ng cataﬁtrophe with the“

(h. !‘N\u '

marvel1ng unconcern of a mere spectator'"ﬁp Th&s is due,‘
ﬁ'\.‘,
he goes on to say, -to the 1nsert1qn of what'ﬁb call

B
\

distance..

This Distance appears to lie between our own self

~and its. affections, using the latter term in. its

broadest sense as anythlng which affects our being,

‘bodily or- splrltually, e.g. as -‘sensation, perception,

emotional stage or idea. Usually, though not always,

it amounts to\ihe same thing to say that the Distance

"lies between our own self and such objects as are

the sources or vehicles of such affect10ns.31
"DistanCe, then, abstracts from the experlence its
practical'character, removes it from the impact of other
_concerns. |

To 1llustrate how thls mlght work, 1et~us con-
51der an example of the art form Wthh perhaps more
l.than any other, often is not aesthetlcally percelved
_because many of 1ts spectators fall to malntaln this

' ”dlstance._ ThlS art form is the bullflght Let us
suppose that a-bullfight- is v;ewed by someone haV1ng the
‘falrly ordlnary and-qulte understandable attitude
';towards physxcal danger that it is somethlng which
'sen51ble persons av01d rather than court Such a person

-mlght equally have the attltude that danger is somethlng

‘which could be courted or watched only by someone in

. 2

301pid., p. 317.

311bid.

"



76

1

~scarch of a cheap thrtll. Needless Lo say, if such a
spectator is not able to distance himself from such an
”attitude-temporariLy; he will hardly be dlikely to note

. _
.the grace of a sﬁectable in which a foolishly brave mans

B c . N

_attempts to prevent a large, very dangerous, wild;nnimal
fromigoring him to death by aning a piece of red cloth
at‘it. Another, spectator might be‘very‘fond of animals,
or a least regard any not;strictly-necessary pain
~inflicted on them as‘én unnecessary evil. Such‘a spec~
tator, 1f he 1s unable to' or 51mply refuses to distance
hlmself from"’ thls attltude, 'will observe the spectacle

in avstate'of moral‘outrage, and, shocked<by the injured

- R ) - . A . ‘)
horses and sure that the bull is in torment, wyill be not
: ; : AL UE

‘very likerL—will be.perheps even rendered forever.
_1ncapable &to see in the spectacle the’almost 31nlster
delicacy of the bullflghter or the noblllty (1n the_
technlcal aesthetlc sense of that term) of the Toro

Bravo. For people llke thAs, as Ernest Hemlngway put it

‘in.Death in the Afternoon, "all explanatlon will be

1

rendered meanlngless be51de the obV1ous moral wrongness

of the bullflght ”32 We may contrast these spectatdrs
\

'.w1th the bullflght af1c1anado, one who has thlS sense

.of tragedy and rltual of the- flght SO that the minor N

aspects are not 1mportant except as they relate to the
. : ’

S 32Ernest Hemlngway, Death in the Afternoﬂ? (New
“York: ‘Charles Scribner's Sons, 1932), p.. 10.

P

———



77

whole."33 It is worth notlng that a bullflght af1c1anado-, -

may well have, out51de the ,arena, the attltudes descrlbed

o

as- detr;mental tQ those ipectators unable to leave themi'

‘at the arena gate. Certalnly,fthe af1c1anado need not be .

»

'expected to hold the converse of those attltudes, to beat'

So

hlS dogs and 1dollze Evel Knlevel Rather,_hls attltude
~ ’can be at least mlnlmallv defrned as one of not allow1ngr’
‘other concerns to 1nterfere “1th hlS per rx;ng the_bull,‘
.flght aesthetlcall} Perhaps the absence, or at ieasf.
‘the temporary suspen51on, of other . concerns I's one’ thrng
'ﬂwhlch enables us to form eesthetlc gestalten {vle . e
| But even if - thls 1s ‘a factor in aesthetlc gestaltwln
format1on, and I thlnk it 1s,’1t st1ll only partlally ‘
fenables us: to expdaln how we are able to form such
vgesraltenr To reiterate a p01nt:already’made, the non-:l
_aesthetic,‘nonqintérprefire description’ofian*aeSihefic;

h obJecf need not 1nvolve any parF1Cularly pérsonal S
fi attltude elther.l I need not have any attltude ah all>to | ‘ :
'note that somethlng is red or. has three 51des. But myq

maklng such an observatlon 1dly or casually would
*certalnly not" make 1t an aesthetlc observatlon _ Bullough

" - ;'mlght reply here that whlle psychlcal dlstance is not
1 personal we would not want to call it 1mpersonal either.

> .
And admlttedly, 1dle or casual percegélon does not seem ' =

\_‘\

33,Ibido 1‘ ‘p o.’ 9/- - 4_ ‘ - : . | - |
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R

ro be synonymous w1th aesthetlc perception Bullough

,'hlmself compares thlS personal/lmpcrsonal att1tudc Jof

dlstance to the "marvellng unconcern of a mere specta-
torn34 watchlng ‘an 1mpend1ng dlsaster unfold Whlle we
mlght be wxlllng to admlt that there are 1mpersonal"

emotlons, it is dlfflcult to say Just ‘how we. would g
- :

dlfferentlate them from the emotlons of a. spectator

,‘watchlng the SiX © 'clock newsﬁﬁwhlch 1s, to my=m1nd,

o

". rather a: dublous candlmxge f o, an aesthetlc experlencer

&, :‘6.:

The obJectlon here is dlrected toward the ObJECt
S0. perhaps we should agaln try leav1ng ‘the. aesthetlc

©

attltude and g01ng back to the aesthetic obJect We;
-mlght want to resort to another attempt to characterlze
dthe obJect,_con51der1ng whetner the personal/1mpersonal

attltude Wthh 1n at least some 1nstances characterlzes'

Qdes}hetlc perceptlon is" somehow made possible by some
’ " N

‘fsg’%&fe%%ure of the aesthetlc obJecg% We mlght con51der,’foﬁ

example;’the trans—natural nature of the aesthetlc
e ; , =T e A

objecf positedAby PoLanyi, But thls, whlle 1t mlght be

‘helpful ’agaln present£ us with problems' .For one thlng;

1t renders all photographs-aesthetlc\obgects by V1rtuev
“of thelr comblnlng flatness w1th perspectlval depth, a

'result I ‘think it questlonable,‘at least 10 allow.
’ﬁFurthermore, thls trans- natural nature of the arts may
T . . . Jr": o

4

- 34yllough, ,'!Psychic;agi;.\ﬂi’sfgﬁmé‘e,f'sé@p@ 317.
L T~ SR



exclude from the realm of the- aesthetlc at least one
recognlzed category of aesthetic obJects, namely,

' tromp l'oellbpa;ntlngs, one feature of wh1ch s that -

they;could'be,kand yet are_not,.there.' Such exclu51ons

are moot at best. . ... oo '1a:‘,; 'I'

What has been accompllshed by . thls rather cavaller'

and 1ncomplete treatment ‘of the v1ews of Bell Polanyl,

\
‘and Bullough7 Only to see that none of these.’ character-

»

@

1zatlons w1ll stand alone in characterlzlng aesthetlc
Aperceptlon It 1s a poxnt Wthh has been made before /
and w1ll no doubt be’ made agaln in the hlstory of “
\aesthetlcs that 2?»snngle ch&racterlzatlon.of the' .
aesthetlc ever seems able to stand alone. 'This'has,been
said. not only of characterlzatlons 51m11ar'to}these in
apprOach (e.g-. ‘Roger Fry, J@hn Dewey, etc! ) but'hasfﬂ
~been . shown to apply to characterlzatlons in’ terms‘ofc

ulture, educatlon, psychology, the Nature of the

Beautlful 1mag1natlon, étc.,.etc., ad»lnfrnltumifad}

~

“nauseum._ But perhaps what is most 1nterest1ng about_

thlS account 1s what 1t has not shown Whlle no one

'would want to say that elther Bell Polanyl, or Bullough f3

-

is completely correct--whether because the.characterlza-
he offers does not flt all aesthetlc 51tuatlons,'or |
whether whlle 1t does seem to flt aesthetlc 51tuatlons,
“Alt also .seems to fit sltuatlons not so obv1ously | |
aesthetlc--no one would aant to say that Bell Polanyl,’

AR
.

2]

N
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and Bullough are completely wrong elther.ﬁ Any of the
factors they c1te in thelr characterlzatlons of the,'
oaesthetlc could well be. 1nfluences on our manner of-
perce1V1ng Wthh could enable us to form aesthetlc
gestalten | .v \

| we have reached here .a polnt where we may
profitabiyfask whether much wh1ch has ‘been done in the
historY'of-aesthetlcs has been less successful than it
mlght have;been because 1t has proceeded from certalnv'
mlstaken assumptlons. A 51m11ar questlon has been. made L
famous, of course, by Wllllam E .- Kennlck s well~ known _'
paper,h”Does Tradltlonal Aesthetlcs Rest on a Mlstake?h35£

But whlle the substance of hlS crltlclsm of aesthetlcs

'1s substantlally llngulstlc,'mlne 1s eplstemologlcal 36

What 1s wrong W1th such theorles as those of Bell
and Bullough is. tha{,they are looklng for some one mark
or. set of marks which. Wlll cﬁaracterlze all 1nstances of
the aesthetlc and gg;x 1nstances of the aesthetlc. Of.
late a trend has developed among aesthet1c1ans to search
'1nstead Wfor what, to torture a phrase of Wlttgensteln Sty
we‘can'cail ffamily>resemblances 11137 . Instead of. |

..’.' N . N -'. vb 4‘1

[

S

. 35william W. Kennick, "Does Tradltlonal Aesthetlcs -
Rest on a Mlstake7", Mlnd 1958. : - -
- N . . 6‘ .
36Thls is not, .of course, to say whether these
.‘drfferlng approaches are compatlble, a questlon I am
._certalnly not obliged to raise:’ here.

Lot
L RN

° : ‘ . o
- /e¢ 37Kenn1ck, ”Tradltlonal Aesthetlcs, p. 323.
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searchxng for necessary and suff1c1ent crlterla for
characterlzlng the aesthetlc, they prefer to- make llStS

of - p0551ble crlterla Wthh constltute "famlly resem-.:

© .

blances,"and*con51der-that-partlal adherence to theseh

o

. Crlterla 1s suff1C1ent to esfgbllsh somethlng;as-
aesthetlc The obJectlon can Stlll be raised'against
the' ”famlly reseﬁblances 'whlch was ralsed agalnst
necassary crlterla, that whlle each resemblance does

.vseem to flgégesthetlc 51tuatlons,_they also seem to flt’
51tuatlons not so obV1ously aesthetlc.. But whlle thls

7nls true of 1nd1v1dual resemblances, 1t 1s perhaps not SO -

-~

telllng agalnst the aggregate.‘ A 51tuatlon, an obgect

; e 4,1‘ v

24

4 or.a perceptlon to whlch a great@many common characterl—

aatlons of the aesthetlc apply is not one the-aeethetlc‘
‘nature of whlch we are llkely to questlon.; The problem
w1th thls approach is that 1t leaves the bordénl;ne
- between aesthetlc and non aesthetlc as fuzzy TAs 1t ever
:Was. At least those aesthet1c1ans who searthed for a’

»

necessary and suff1c1ent crlterlon or set oﬁ,@rlterla .
_had the advantage of know1ng that if - ever. tnelr earch
}Wasisuccessful they would have a. sharp boundary of
demarcatlon That the fu221ness of the famlly resemblance )
boundary bothers somé aesthetlclans at least who have.
taken that approach is shown by the phenomenon of those

practltloners of the: approach who w1ll llSt for '

example,,seven resemblance~crlter1a, and who w1ll then‘

> v U



assert that the presence of any flVC'Of these criteria

'assures that whatever ‘is under con51deratlon is -

aesthetlc. The temptatlon 1s almoﬁ? 1rre51stable to ask

';at thls point whether anythlng meetlng four of those
‘crlterla 1sfourﬁf1fths aesthet1c, anythlng meetlng three,
'.three flfths aesthetlc, and so. on. The real, questlon,

»to my. mlnd,\ls whether ‘we really need to - worry about

-fbelng left;wlth rwad 5 fuzzy borderllne, and 1f not,

why not. '

CEa -
:,;g;llttle danger of" belng contra—

and sees 1ts dellcacy, or 1ooks at a young tree and seesv
;1ts grace . As I p01nted out earller in thls chapter,

this pro@ﬁﬁs is one in’ Wthh a gestalt formatlon takes-
‘.place, in Wthh the obJect s sub51d1ary features aqi
«anranged by the percelver 1nto an aesthetlc whole; 1 e.
._an aesthetlc feature. The capac1ty to form such a f

1gestalt 1s ‘the result of a varlefy of 1nfluences, educa—

‘tlonal, psycholog1ca1 'etc But We should not forget ’/<f

°

1_that all perceptlon is a process of . gestalt formatlon

-4

e made p0551ble by the capac;ty of the percelver, and alsok'

r

”the result of a varlety of 1nfluences, Whlle phy51oQ

log1cal 1nfluences are most 1mportant in non- aesthetlc S

looks at a. palntlng, for example, N

&
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'perception, there are'other factors which caniand db

1nfluence the formatlon process Srbley himself,

dlstlngulshlng aesthetlc features from ‘non- aesthetlc
‘features, w1sely relles on_the use of examples ' It 1s'
flnterestlng to note, tOO,,that the llStS he glves of _
aesthetlc features and non- aesthetlc features are not '(e

&

fglven in terms of a strlct,‘two part dlstlnptlon
-~Aesthet1c features include features Wthh are always o
aesthetlc, features whlch are sometlmes aesthetlc, ang 7 B
features’ whlch are rarely aesthetlc : leen the rlght :
;context, even a nOn aesthetlc feature can be aesthetlc.‘
Let&me ask agaln a questlon -1 asked to begln
, thls dlSCUSSlOﬂ» What makes aesthetlc perceptlon
‘aesthetlc7_ 1 hope 1t is beglnnlng to become clearethat
there is a‘sense in Wthh thls questlon can be very mls-
leadlng It is the sa sense in. Wthh the questlon
"What 1s the dlfference between aesthetlc perceptlon and-‘:“":(f
non- aesthetlc perceptlon?" would be understood to be,‘-f |
',asklng for’ two perceptlona»lnstead of tmo varlafions on,
a - 51ngle*theme._ Perhaps 1t would be less mlsléad1n§§§n§§6§g
the long run to ask not what makes aesthetlc perceptlon
vaesthetlc, but 51mply what makes Qercegtlon aesthet;ﬁ.lf
| To be sure, there are dlfferences betweenggg --":4“
':thetlc perceptlon and. nonpaesthetlc perceptlon. Indeed,‘

there must be dlfferences 1f the tefm "aesthetlc"lls‘to

have any meaning at all. They may even be qulte
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subsfﬁntial differgnces; ’But they are‘not substant}aiv
“in the .sense that aesthetic perceptlon and nonLaesthetic
perceptlon are members of. two dlfferent speC1cs - ‘Both
are gestalt ﬁormat1on processes, and both are made
“p0551ble by the capacltles of the perceiver,, ‘which
‘capaC1t1es may be affected by a variety of 1nfluences
"For thls reason, far from belng dlsmayed that the boundary
'11nes between aesthetlc and non aesthetlc perCeptlon are -
ybroad and fuzzy, we should reallze that fuzzy boundarles
>are prec1sely what we should have expected.; When we

reallze that the dlstlnctlon between aesthetlc and non-_

sthetlc perceptlon is blurred not because we have not

-
v

‘y!& looked hard enough to see the llne of demarcatlon,
but because aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc perceptlon shade:
as naturally 1nto each other as varlatlons :hade into
Tthelr theme, we will no longer thlnk 1t necessary to
. .seorch for such a hard and fast dlstlnctl%n Fuzzy
b o oaries, understood in thls sense, make the dlsﬂlnc-
ftlo 3 between aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc not harder tO‘«
o draw, butTea51er; If we ‘are not after reallzlng thlS, '
,.content W1th such characterlzatlons dyh%he aesthet1c as
' we already have wh1ch mlght serve.as 1nfluences on the
aesthetlc manner of perce1V1ng,<it-Should'be a discontent
»whlch comes not from our de31re to change the character-
hlzatlon of the aesthetlcbut from a de51re to enrlch our1}
ancept;of:1t,J From: that p01nt of v;ew,,the p0551b111t1es 1

~-

<« -
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for speculation are'broad indeed. 'As Wittgenstein said
about aesthetlc appreciation,

It is not only d1ff1cult to descrlbe ‘what apprecia-

tion consists in, but impossible. To describe what
it consists in, we would have to descrlbe the whole
env1ronment 38 - ‘ o

. We come . now to.the second questlon wlth whlch-
this. chapgeruls concerned Why are we unable to infer
»from the ex1stence of certaln non-aesthetic features of
.a work of art that the work w1ll also have certaln |
_aesthetlc features? What is wrong. W1th,that ‘model of
'explanatlon7 Slbley has already glven us the beglnnlngs
Qof an answer by p01nt1ng out that taste 1s the ablllty .
’to Qercelve the aesthetlc features of a work of art. We
do not 1nfer that "Don. Qulxote" is crude or balanced we
see that 1t 15.? And whlle to a certaln extent 1t 1s,
fpos51ble to tell someone how to see somethlng-—81bley
_glves several examples of such 1nstructlons, for Wthh
seepmges 15 lé--ltls never possrble to do. " so in any
loglcally suff1c1ent manner We "may once agaln make use
‘of one of Polanyl S phrases>and say that whlle we know-

. how .to see aesthetlc featur urselves, we know more
.than we can tell., Why is th1§~the case7»‘ o i;

Whlle the vast maJorlty of phllosophers; Slbley

inCluded admlt that there is-a relatlonshlp between

38Ludw1g W1ttgenste1n, Lectures and Conversatlons o

(Berkeley and Los AngeleS" University. OT’Callfornla
_Press, 1972), p- 7. o ,
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aesthetic "and non-aes stietic ftaturcs,_it is extremely
diffiCult to articulate this relationship. Let us

: -~ .
-consider the situation. Given our explanation of -

"aesthetic perception, whenever anyone sees an aesthetic .
feature, he is‘able to see the related'non-aesthetic
features only 1nsofar ax they function as parts of the
perceived aesthetic whole..,Hls awareness of those
features is Subsidiery rather than focal! vHercen no more
see both the aesfhetic feétyre and the relafed non- 
aesthetlc features at the same time as he can see both

the duck and the rabbit of the duck/rabblt at the same
time. 2 This aIOne presents a con51derable obstacle~to anf
successful eluC1datlon of ‘the exact relatlonshlp between -
aestheflc-and‘non—aesthetlc features, for 1t makes it
~e1mp0551ble to take any careful 1nventory of the non;»
aesthetlc features while perce1V1ng the reia@%d aesthetlc
.feature |
- There isna-further~difficulty of articulatione
-'here. To descrlbe the relatlonshlp of non-aesthetic
efeatures to. aesthetlc features, we are forced to descrlbeo
'.exactly that--relatlonshlp And relatlonshlps, functlons;
;arrangement 1ntegra€y0n,:etc. can ofte:. tn 3xtremely 
dlfflcult to descrlbe Even flndlng the voLabulary to-
successfully deScrlbe such thlngs would present most of
:,us w1th a thorny problem 1ndeed More 1mportant ~

‘_however, is a p01nt;a1ready made, that our percep}ion 
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depends in large part on what [ have been\ealling our
manner of perceiving. 'ThewnUMerous>inflneuces which
enable us tojperceive thing$ in'the ways we do, in this_
case aesthetically, must be bPresent to at least some
extent before we will ourselves be able to see the

”n

relationships, functions,/etc. which have been articulated
to us. And,tdxreaCh this pOint.is presumablybthe aim of‘
any attempt to artlculate the rela‘lonshlp between
aesthetlc and non- aesthetlc features.

The problem of telllng someone_how'to»see
aeetheticaliy is the‘problem of telling'someone how to
beCome'a connoiseeuﬁ; similar in many respects to telllng

someone how to perf i sklllfully At this juncture it

_W1ll probably be™ 1 to give a‘descriptionfof an art

'connoxseeur, con51der1ng what problems are xnvolVed in
‘the process of - g1v1ng .that descrlptlon |

‘ As has already been p01nted out the maln
“dlfference between Sklll and conn01sseursh1p is that
hsklll must 1nclude act%on aélented toward a partlcular
bgoal whlle conn01sseursh1p need 1nclude no such actlons 7
but‘may consxst 51mply ln a Capacltv to observe rather

than to do. However, there are gillls Wthh are closely

related to conn01sseuf“haplln the arts,'whlch are even

v, 

‘founded upon it, such ‘gat’ wq must not 1n51st too.

4

vehemently on thls dlstlnctlon between them ._Certainly:

we would expect practltlonereofthe arts to be

<

N
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would not. make him a conn01sse?r

'cannot do? Sibley;would want to-say
o - o - SR

a0

e
connoisseurs of the arts though not vice versa. On the

other hand, there are skills we expe 't the connoisseur -

to have, such-that we might oxpcct him of having no .

" genuine apprec1atlon i1f he failed entlxoly in such Skllls

The . conn01sseur buys good records or palntlngs, attends
good cohcerts‘or art shows,~etc. When he becomes an
expert at such selection and is ‘in addition ‘good . at‘
shOW1ng __X these are good (1nsofar as that 1is p0551b1e)
to- those less accomplished than: hlmself we hdve the
spQC1allzed case of the art- cgltlc, the point at Wthh
onn01sseursh1p becomes most nearly sk111 *

- But whlle these are skilled achlevements, they
are properly based on the capac1ty to be a conn01sseur.“

rhat capaC1ty 1s not based on them.. It would be qulte'

,p0551ble for someone who read the rlght critics and

_1m1tated the rlght people to amass qulte an array of
»good records or palntlngs, to attend the best concerts’

‘or art’ shows, w1thout belng a genulne conn01sseur " The

skilled mimic -of co§h01sseurs would not- know for hlmself

whether a palntlng or symphony was good or not. He

would know only that other people knew The ability to

act in ways in Wthh conn01sseurs are expected to act’
. What, then, is characterlstlc of the: genulnﬁ;~

connoisseUr?' What -is he able to do which.the m1m1c

Lyt

S
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characteristic, prior to all others, 1is the abiltty to
perceive the aesthetic features of works of art. ﬁe can
hear rhythmic»balance or lack of it; can differentiate
~delicacy from iusipidity and boldneshﬂ?.hm ga;ishness,
. i :

]
and much, much more. The connoisseu

"taste. "~ He is
capable ofvaesthetic perception. Q‘ﬁgéght be poiute&
out here that there is more to it tfan that.  The
conhoisseur also'makes‘uaiue'judg.‘nts, for.example, but

¥

‘this is secondary. The connoisseur presumably should e
tknow‘what aesthetic features are good‘or bad in aréiuen
'.si‘tuati"on;~ But'beforezhe can make value judgmentslinha
given situation, he must be able to perceive the

aesthetic featutes of a wOrk\df~art, -

The conn01sseur knows how to see aesthetlc
,features,‘ But faced w1th a- 51tuat10n of trylng to show~
'someone else how to. see them, he faces serlous problems.;
’Thls is not to say that there are ﬂot thlngs he can do,'
or ‘that he cannot hope for success f There are 1ndeed
many thlngs he- can do, and he - w1ll prObably be successful ]
'more tlmes than not» But thls success will not come ‘about
because the person he 1s trylng to help has managed to

" make an 1nference from non- aesthetlc to aesthetic features.
hThe conn01sseur‘must be to the ‘man who cannot yet see an.
'aesthetlc feature as a- master to an. apprentlce. H1s aim ' ",
'lf\must be qulte 11terally to show the apprentlce aeighétTcef// -
bfeatures...u o - : R e o
,\‘: : R
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<1t has already heen poin tu-r} out that a whole 1s
nu)ré than the sum of its parts, because, at the voxfy
least,‘ruose parts must be arranged in certain ways. At
least part of the arrangement, function; integration,

- ;

etc. of those»parts‘is due not to the parts themselves
bu% to the.waylin which we see them. This makes 1t
clegr that the apprentice cannot simply be told what the
relevant paﬁts‘are."ﬁven telling how those parts were
arranged, assuming that were possible, would not be
enough, for he would have to be told how those parts are
arranged, ﬁot inﬁisolation, but insofar as they partici-

pate in the wholef Needless to say, this would be

dlfflCult to - do when the whole is prec1sely what cannpt

be seen. ObV1ously, what must happen is that the

A
apprentlce must have hls manner of percelmlng altered to

the p01nt where hls perceptlon will be abre to form the
gestalt v

Before the connoisseur's ‘task as the apprentlce s

i /
master beglns to sound too complib onerous, or ‘even,

w '

esoterlc however, let me p01nt out that-ffortunately for

hlm--he w1ll not be operatlng in a vacuurm. To begln w1th

4
he can take phys1ology for granted. No one would be so

fOOllSh as to try to ‘teach a blind man to see 'in any but

—.
—

a purely metaphorlcaL sense. Whlle this p01nt may seem
”'almost ludlcrously tr1v1al to some, I think it not

'unlmportant.‘JAfter all,: the Phy51cal capaclty for srght;

R

‘(Ql



. L}

to

B \,

P

fr?hfw‘d Slbley beglns by pOIHtlng out that it may do the

—

L»ls necessary though not suff1c1ent for all visual L

aesthexlc perceptlon, ahd """ Tt-ds qurte*possrbte“that the ——
abllrty to focus,,for exampLe, may be of extreme_f_" v 'f

~—. . ]

1mportance in v1sual gestalt formatlon.' Furthermore,
mastet and apphentrce will Have a 1anguage 1n common,
Wthh ensures that they W111 have much in common in the'“:
ways in Wthh they see thlngs. Sharedflanguage ensures

a g;eat deal of shared experlence and 1earn1ng, Wthh 1s;.
bound to affect one s mané%i of perce1v1ng.‘ The example
1n chapter 2 of trylng to tell a pollce artlst what '
Susan Haley 1ooked 11ke was glyen w1th the empha51s that L
before I could tell h1m thls, he would have to have at ’ \é‘
least soﬁe 1dea,of how features go together to make up
faoes.» But of course he has a very good 1dea of how

featuges go together to make up faces. The conn01sseur s

1ﬁ apprentlce may also be expected to have a good 1dea of

F)

how parts go together to make up wholes.“He can . scarcely

f

have av01ded many of the 1nf1uences on our manner of _{g

perce1V1ng thch.enable us to see things aesthetlcally.

o )

To show how thls would work out in practlce,.let us take

A e
N

a 1ook at some of the thlngs Slbley thinks a conn01sseur .
. _ d ;
en a teachlng sltuat1on would try to do. ﬂ

54 - »

vtrrck srmply to p01nt but the relevant non-aesthet1c

U

features of the work of art under observatlon.‘ And 1f >3\\ -

—-/ L8

the apprentlce has the neéessary capac1ty for/perce1v1ng o




aesthetlcally, £t mdy very well be: that all that needs

to be done 1s to dnaw his attentxon to tnose features.
[

Perceptlon, it Wlll be remembered is the comprehen51on
4of ‘clues in terms of a whole.’ Polntlng out the clues 1s?n

a good plaee to start.’ If the\gbprentlce then trles to

see them as subsxd1ary to an aesthetzc whole (remember

)

.-that he does ‘not nee3 to know that thls 1s what he 1sv
‘hd01ng tO‘dO{;t -we need not know the rules to be able: tot
'”follow them), he may well succeed Should the p01nt1ng
"out ‘of the non-aesthetlc features not be enough, the
master can always\reSOrt to poxntlng out characterlstlc
fasssoc1at1ons betweeh aesthetlc snd non-aesthetlc jd”
hwfeatures'hn the hopés of Jogg1ng _the apprentlce‘s way of
1ook1ng at those non-aesthetlc features. If he is used -
to ass1m11at1ng parts to the;r<ass;m11ated wholes--whlchf

of course/he 1s.--ft is not unllkely thatrthls w111

SIS
see the aesthetit features for hlmself.

=

Should tactlcs such as the a Jjove not'work out d‘
what does Slbley suggest as 5 further approach? TJL
master may well make use of sxmlles. There .are numerous

ys 1n wh1ch th1s mlght be done. For example,{then_ .
Iaster mlght p01nt out to the apprentlce that the rela_ |
:1onshlp of pale, soft colors to deilcacy is much 11ke |

‘he relatlonshlp of new young grass and flpwers to early

'prlng,Weether. Assum1ng that the S1m11e is at all

e
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accurate, th1s clue to what the relatlonshlp is lrke may .
. enable the apprentlce to arrange hxs perceptlons of pale, =‘;L
soft colors in some. stmilar relatronsh1ps, thereby :
_ arrrvrng eventually ‘at the necessary gestalt*' On’ the »
3 other hand, the master mlght point out that a*uaesthetrc
feature 1s like somethlng else, that boldness, for
example, is like a bright hotaoay ;n July._ If. fhe ,
apprent1¢e has some 1gea what the whole is 11ke of Wthh
- the non-aesthetrc features are parts, the process Qf |
arrangang those parts funct10na1 to that whole w111 be
a-greatly srmprxfled._ There are many more ways 1n whlch
',the use of s1m11es by the master can be helpful to the‘

LT apprentlce, but these, two serve to 111ustrate the . p01nt.

- Slmrlarly useful are metaphors, comparlsons and contrasts, ,ﬁ
4~Air‘aneCd0fes, etc.'”fz- f;f7?~i,§~ . ‘ ' .
' ' . . . B . ‘r‘\—,

4 . .
o . . N

R In addltron to tﬁe ways already mentioned
/;/f"‘ ;'.}anecdbtes could.well be heipful 1n the follow1ng way."
It h¢5 already been\p01nted out that emotlons, moods,_‘:

~etc.:are 1 portant rnfluences hn whether we see thlngs

(L3

*;r'-f[ aest&etlgally or non-aesthetically.. Anecdotes m1ght well

Ta

~.”be able to 1nduce 1n the apprenxlce the aesthetlc manner

iziof percelvlng, puttlng.h1m, so to speak, 1n a receptlve

‘fframe of mlnd.ta i

—

Srbley aIso suggests that the actxons of the SO
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we should scarcely f;nd this surprxaing.;

‘ Features, expres51ons, tones of voice”couid any or all _y‘, o

“ﬁdxscussed,

h

R unlxkely event, howeve:, that the masxervdfes encounter TV‘A
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p L To sum‘up; tIe model of making inferences does

n edequate account of perceptxon, -

1

Anot proaide us thh
'pernod' So‘surely we should not expect it to provade us,
wuth an adequate account of . aesthetzc pe:ception.: To :ﬂj;'

’understand how we come to be eble to percexve aesthet1c7

ngeaturep, we must understend‘,hat the proceés of pet-

RN eceptzon is! one in whxch gestelf formatxon takes piacé."

‘:‘79§When we undefstand thxs, and when we understan_ hat: aje${’u
:,f‘_:‘f;5gesta1t whole cannot be 1nferred from a 115t Qf 1ts'
SLERACINE pa:ts,_we w111 no 1onger attempt to f;t aesthetic per-

» ‘xjceptzon 1nto a model of makxng 1nferences.v Instead we";
hw111 aaopt a model such as the apprentxcesnap model c"f‘7

;whxch accounts for aesthetlc perceptzon ;n terms of our'
d‘manner of perce1: ng aesthetlc wholes.c o ERRER
. A

" ;51' Let»us now,tﬁrn to the nextgouestlpn.f Why should

"Twe accept the account of‘aesthetrc perceptlon offered




' 1t is that they are to§
'*exxstence on. non-aesthett
3fnever occur in 1solat1on
This, of course, would not’ have to amounc to much moxe o

cthan sayxng tnat we have to percelve somethxng to perceave

k"llarge patches of v

:‘[’:' f S L . ﬂﬂﬁ; L“j ;:'{‘y>,‘.‘ oy
"course of the text whth will be summed up later, Whafa" :
'reason have we for acceptlng the aqcount? l

L If we know any one th;ng about aesthetic features,
if any one thing abqut them could be said to 'be obv;ous,»

me extent}dependent ‘for their'k_}“ 2

\

something,fs havxng aesthetxc features. But 1n addxtlon e

M 7

'to‘thxs, we. make numerous characterlstlc associatlons' T

LA

;between specifxc non-aesthet1c features and spec1f1c

'aesthetlc features.. Paxntxngs done mn pale, soft colors,?"
‘for example, we might reasonably expect to have the )
\feature of delxcacy., On the other hand, palntlngs w1th o

ery brlght or dark colors we mxght

reasdnably expect not to. have dellcacy.,"(of course we

e1ther case, and we would not know for



'And emergent feature, of course, is a term practically

‘expect them to behave, so to" speak, in certarn ways.v'If.

" theéy,@ay
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emergent features. 'Sibley himselffthinks'that‘they are.

synonymous with gestalt.~ 1f aesthetrc features are best

understood es‘emergent features or gestalten, we would

‘be shown to behave in those ways, we hawe a

" One thlng we can. say abdﬁt gestalten is that
do not see them gradually.' We do not see one part of/ a
gestalt, then another, then perhaps another, and th

having added up the preces,--at last.--the feature 1tse1f'

h We see it whole, or not‘at all. Of course we can some-

trmes look at the partlcular features commonly aséocrated
W1th a gestalt ‘one at a time, but thls 15 not the same

th1ng-as frndrng—bits and.pleoes of ‘that feature.~,Thls

can be sazd of aesthetro features.‘ One. does not perceive

bl_'one p1ece of dellcacy, then,another, then delrcacy itself.

. Notr does one see a plece of balance here and another
plece of balance theme, and/then_-perhaps'stepplng back
Though of course one can ‘see

'”ianced here and another th1ng WhICh

o

*

¢

P

B



approach‘at all.’ So truefiesytﬁthat‘webdo*not‘perceive

'aesthetic features gradually, that the appearance of such~
feature not perceived before may even geem quite_

‘ sudden. We often, if I may indulge myself in a moment

of metaphor, speak of such a just-thrs-1nstant-perceived

aesthetxc feature as "springzng out at me," or as

\“"standing up and. ‘slapping me in the face." ' ,f o

¥ Another characterastic of gestalten is that/we
"cannot perceive the patts !Lcally and at the same time
perceive the whole. If we‘perceive a Whole, we are able

to”percéﬁve't nly 1nsofar as they partlcrpate in

the whole, not siyiliie omenan of
being able to see exther the part 1 but not

both at once 1s well knqwn to aesthet1c1ans. One‘famous

example, c1ted by both Mlchael Polany1 and. E. H.,GOmbrlch,

is that of an experrment made by Sir Kenneth Clark wuth
“"Las Menrnas," a parntlng y Velazquez. "Las Menlnas"

1s quzte rough in structure makxng 1t necessary’ to vrew

1t from a d1stance.» Clark\:oped that-wh1le approachxng

it slowiy, he»would see itvb'ssolve gradually into -
' fragments. "L would start frog as far away as I, could,

when the 111usxon was complete,'efd come gradually

=,nearer, untllfsuddenly, what had’ been a hand and a r1bbon e

‘7Jand a paece of velvet dassoﬁved rnto a frlcassee of S

. D

’ beautlful brushstrokes "39 "Iry as he m1ght fstepplng
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“‘backward and forward, he couhd never hold both visions
at’ the same time."40 We can see the canvas and the
blobs of paint focally, or we ‘can see the painting. We
cannot see them both at the same time. ;' -

The above experiment, suggestive as it i

demonstrates only that aesthetic obJects are wh les.'not
‘that aesthetlc features are wholes. Can we also -
aesthﬁt:.c features that we cannot both !ercexve them and
‘focally perceive the1r related non-aesthet1c parts at
the saqe\tlme? To illustrate that we can, I shall
consider a sztuatlon wh;ch Looks, thoﬁgh only at first h

g;anoe,_;ike a-counter-exihpie. Suppose we see a del;cate;.

‘shade of red, Here;;surely,‘one‘sees the part-fred-:and

the whole--delicacy--at the same time. Bnt'if we‘consider’,

th1s for a’ moment, we soon rea11ze that here, too, we see
L]

the part only in its subs1d1ary functlon to the whole.-
/

The non-aesthet1C~feature,-lzght red, has undergone a

b

subfle but very real transformation, and is now seen,

’ subs1d1ary to the whole, ‘as 2 del;cate shade oﬁ redn "

- Another interestlng character;stlc of gestalten
is thls, that once we have seen a’ gesta&t 1t becomes

tdlff 

cult--lf not well—nagh 1mpo%sib1e--to see its parts

"othenw1se than as funct1onal to the: whole‘ We have all




,;of gestalten.- This enab les us to explaxn why the ‘ Y

100 °

. L. .
landscapes, for example, in.which dog's heads or se;liﬁg

ships ere clevetly concealed._ But. once such a ch's head.
has "sprung out" of the clouds at the viewer, it becomes
extremely difficult to see just a lendscepe again. It
takes a codaidereble effdrt on our part to get back to.'
the parts once we have’ seen the whole, to see them as
dis~integrated and nqn—perticipetory agein. Alfred Nerth'
Whitehead remarks thet he i3 suspicious éf ‘an. infereﬂti&&»

. oy :
model of perception beceuse "the artist, who is far better‘

than most of us at contemplaxing pure colors or shepes,

hes acquired the ability to 1gnore temporer;ly the wholes
of wh;ch such features are parts only by dint of .

1aborxous ‘training. This point, 1ncidenta11y, 1s quxte

'as appl;cable to the second ma1n,quesfxon of this"

.chapter ‘as 1t is here. "We do not requrre elaborate

training. merely in- order to refraxn from embarkxng upon ~

2-

»1ntricate trains of inference. Such abst;nence is only

too easy "41 ; - '7_’_

Aesthet;c features .do indeed behave I1ke we would

expect gestalten to behave, wh;ch Just1f1es our construxng

an account of their percept;on in terms of the perceptlon

N

.relatzonsh1p between non-aesthetxc and aesthet1c features

o a.nd 'Bffect (N

4xklfted'N6rth Wh;tehead,.
G.-B. Putnem»s sons, Capricorn -
i - R . ) ’

[ . RN -
i . . E s

Boo. S,

-
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is one of dependency, out not one of logicni dependency.
Furthermore, it gives us a model in terms o} uh!ch fa
explain that dependenty. the model of whole to parts.
Aesthetic feututes depend on non-lesthetic f"tW‘f' as
. wholes depend on parts. Thete would be no wholes if’
there were‘no parts. But et the same time, parts are
not enough to explain the exiitence of wholes. for those
parts have to be petcoived in thd rgpht'wuy. ‘Naturally ©
.enough, we characteristicslly.essociete the parts which
can be seen as aesthetic wholes with those wholes.
‘"Therefore, we . associate pntticule: non-aesthetic features
with part;cular aesthetic featuree.- ’ \

Let me proceed to sum up the nain renaons, both
those just above and those mentioned earl;e:.in the
thesxs, why we should be willxng to accept an account of
aesthetic percept;on as the perception of gestalten.
K-The advantages of such an account are the foIlowing'

(¢)) It enables us to}expln&n why there are characterxstxc
associations between non-eesthetic ané aesthet;c features”
B & further ennbles us. to explain Just what sort of

- dependency there As between sesthetzc and non-aesthetxc

*.ifeatures, 1 e. that of the whole oh 1ts parts in the
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‘us, to maintain that and to explain why the rclctionship
between aeathetic and non-cesthetic features is not one
of logical dependency. It thereby enables to explain

why ve cannot infcr the existence of cesthetic features

from the existence of non-aesthetic featurea (4) Thia

ccccunt explains what the connoisseur iu able to do 1&

opposed to the man unable to see aesthetic fecturea.

The connoi.cnut is & ble to form cesthctic gestultcn. It
ulno explains why the connoiaseur ¢én use the teaching
methods he can. (5) It allows for vast complexity in

the influences on the pctcebtion of aesthetic features.

-
.It also allowa for a highly complex account of what

mukea an aeathetic whole specificclly aesthetic. With a

phenomenon as complex as the aesthetic, attempting to.

.’ account too simply for its multxfcceted nature can only

lead to monumental confusion. (6) This account of

aesthetzc perception demands the taking into account

ibdth of what  is seen and of how it is seen, though
radmittedly I have plcced great emphasxs on the latter in
:this theais. The traffic is definxtely ‘two-way. Trying

to explgxn one without the othcr is: like asking whether

thé chicken or the egg came fzrst. ~Contrary to popular

“ian‘answer to that questxon. Thc answer
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Now it cnly reueina to be nohnd whether Sibley
would be likely to egree or to dlaastee with this ,
account. With regard. to this, I 1 shall bgieﬂdy reiterate
his mejor cleime. (1) Sibley(insiatn on a diltinction‘ -
be tween eeetnetlc and non-aesthetic~ features. (2) Taste,
he mnintninn. is. the ability to pé&ceive &hn; nn aesthetic
obJect has cesthetic fenturea.f Not only is taute not ’
the nbility tOnintex‘the exintence of eeethetic featurea
from that of non-aesthetic featur%e.obut it is not-
possible to infer the existence af nenfhetic fron non-
aesthetic feetqua. g3)<Mhile there is a relationahip
between agsthetic and non-nestnetxc features such thet
aesthetic features depenqlfor tneir existence 'upon non-

<

+~ aegthetic features, tgxa relntionahip is not ‘one of

‘,J

logicel dependence. Leg us consider whether Sibley and

o

I are fn conflict on>§ny of: gheee points. o o
(f) I am in ugfeqment with Sibley ‘that there is -

a dxstxnc@;on betﬂben sesthetxc andjhon-aesfhetxc features,“

at least insofar as then n;e)percezved without sucn“at

o d:stinction, this thepxs could never even have been Begun.
©

I would not want td mdintnin that the twp sx&es of the

<

dist;nctxon cgver év&ty po&exbxe sort ofc?eature. There

may well ‘be fewtures wlnch are ne;ther q,esthetuc nor ‘

L’txc-” sibkeY hinsq}f nowhere maintains, that

. ¥ N

the ategories gnbrace all possxbxlxtnes. °o. ¢
a D - ° C)
. O
, 3 ? o F o °
o g & © '
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Be51des s1mply agreeing thh Slbley that there

v
S

is 'such a dlstlnctlon, this acCount offers a way of
worklng out the d1st1rctlon, 1.er by-regardlng.non-

aesthetic features as/ gestalten of which non-aesthetic , -

features are the ‘parts. Since Sibley himself cdnsiders
aesthetlc features to be. emergent features, he would not
be lJ{ely to d1sagree in pr1ne1p1e with this way of °

e

working out the distinction, ‘Whether he would be 1likely

to agree or to disagree with the details of this working

<

out will be‘taken up under point (3).

‘(2) There is certainly ng}disagreement with'
i [ ° f . B

Sibley in this thésis‘on:the?point,that.aesthetic.

features are perceived rather than inferred; We are °

o .

unable to infer the exlstence of aesthetlc features from
;non-aesthetlc features because it is impossible to 1nfer'

"the existence of a whole from the existence of its parts. .

“

A gestalt occurs not simply because.its parts exist, but
-because those parts are perceivedliﬁfcertain ways. The .

:necessary manner of perceiving which enables us ‘to

e

”percelve nons= aesthetlc features as aesthetic. wholes is

o

not arrived at by inference. It is rather matie p0551b1e

°
P—

for US'bY dint ofcan apprenticeship we have served,
assimilating our entire environnent.

| (3) The relatienship‘between aesthetic-features
audmnon;ae§thetic features iqupe of dependence, but that

dependence should;uot be construed as logical dependence.



. o

‘aesthetlc on non-aesthetxc features can be understood in. ,,5

So far7 Sibley would agree.. Further, the dependence of

4

terms of the dependence of a whole on 1ts parts. ‘Here, /“
A

too, I think 1€knot unl1kely that Slbley would agree.
'But when we turn to Slbley s own characterlzatlon of the
dependence of aesthetlc on non-aesthetlc features,/we
f1nd ‘what may be a p01nt of real dlsagreement. th |

Slbley maintains that the aesthetic features of '

Aa thlng are aetermlned by 1ts non-aesthet1c features.

7

It is d1ff1cult to tell in Just how strong a sense}_p ’\
S1b1ey wishes to use thls ¢erm, but from hﬂs/characterl-
zation of the two sorts of relat1onsh1ps holdlng in the -
case of spec1f1c obJects, he may be u51ng determlned in
'qu1te a strong sense._ Wlth regard to both total
'speciflc dependence and notable spec1f1é dependence (see‘
" pages 10-11), he speaks of the aesthetlc character of a
th1ng resultlng from 1ts spec1f1c non- aesthetlc features;
" If he means here that aesthetlc character results solely

2 /

from spec1fic non-aesthetic features, then we. have found

va

" a point of real dlsagreement.
I malntaln that to understand the perceptlon of

aesthetlc features,/they must be construed asagestalten.

/

But as has already been p01nted out several times, a §

whole. is more than the sum of its’ parts. In the formatlon‘
“of a gestalt the parts must be arranged 1n a certaln way.

.
The arrangement of those parts in a whole does not depend



\ ’ : “ ]féz,
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. on the parts themselves, but is rather dependent on the

way in Wthh they are percelved. Thqrefore we caﬁgot\

(A
ma1nta1n that the parts of an aesthetic whole are solely

responsxble for 1ts aesthetic character.

-

LIt may be, however, that S1bley does not mean
that aesthetic character results solely from spec;flc
‘non-aesthetlc features._ Indeed, to ma1nta1n such a
p051t1on would weaken hls p01nt that the exlstence of
»aesthetlc features is not able to be xnferred from the
.enlstence of non-aesthetxc features.‘ He may mean only S
that there must be certaln non-aesthetlc features before_ |

a specific aesthet;c gestalt can be formed LeaV1ng opene .
the reservatlon that no gestalt formatlon is possxble casﬁ
without the parts belng percelved 1n a certaln way.

%f. I thlnk it not. unreasonable for us to 1nterpret
;"determrned" in thrs latter, less strict sense-for the
‘follOW1ng reason. It has already been p01nted out that
~Slb1ey hlmself considers aesthetlc features to he ) |

emergent,‘or gestalt, features. The problem is whether
hhe woulp be llkely to obJect to the emphaS1s placed by

thrs‘account on' the capaC1t1es of thﬁ percelver;, There

is at 1east a good poss1b111ty that %e would not obJect

for he says hlmself that "many 'eMergent' propertles

clearly depend for thelr recogn1t10n on obv1ously related'

knowledge and exper1ence, emot10nal 1rngulst1c, etc. . e .

~One could not expect thls recognltlon from a ch1ld or’ a.
. B - s

A
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. : :
person lacklng certa1n broadly spec;flable experlence'
and development 142 If we may 1nterpret determxnat;on
in th;s sense; then as far as I can tell, there are no R

Some m1ght thznk it poss;ble, 1t should be'.r

deointed out, that S1bley w%%ld cons1der such a. pos1tlon

as‘this to rule out any ser1ous clalms for obJect1v1ty

in aesthetlcs. Slnce hls 1n51stence that aeithetxc

feature} are determlned by non-?esthetlc featutes reflects

to retaln ObJéCthl#Y in- aesthetlcs, he would
consmder ‘an account uh1ch rules out the possx-'
bl1ty o obJectzvxty 1n aesthetxcs to be serlously at

A

fault. Por that matter,~l would consxder an account

‘which rules out ‘the possxbll&ty of ob3ect1v1ty 1n “aes-

'~thet1cs to be serxously at fault.{ I do not, however,?

thxnk that th1s adtount does haVe that fault, so that

- perhaps S1bley and I'do not need to d1sagree on . th1s

,'po1nt._ Por a somewhat more deta;led dlSCUS810n of this .

1ssue, see the upcomzng conclusxon.

"; L B ) - L
42Frank N..Slbley,'"ObJect1v1ty in Aesthet1cs,

’Proceedin s of the Ar1stote11an Socxety Supplement,

LA
.
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ceptlon in. terms of wh1ch we can best prov de an account

_of aesthetlc perceptlon.w Such hn account would enable

.

4us to d1fferent1ate between the percept1on of aesthetlc

features and the perceptlon of non-aesthetlc features. ;fﬁ}'

aesthetlcs.. In conclusxon, I should 11 e_ao:_ fw

three of these 1ssues, br1efly sketchlng”out the contro—if‘
.ver51es 1nvolved then Just 1nd1cat1ng the approach to' |
each suggested by thxs‘a :ount of aesthet;c percept1on.:;
‘The 1ssues to be d1scussed afe\the§g (1) The 1ssue of -

whatvconstztute the aesthet1c obj Ct.“ (2) Isolat1onlsm

versus contextu‘ 1sm., (3) 0baect1V1ty

»mlnd at 1east,‘const1tutes afb

‘ aesthet1c obJeot 1s a h1ghiylcontrover51al one 1n B

{ aesthetlcs.\ (I say aesthetlc obJect rather than work of

rsus subgect1v1ty.

= The account of aesthet1c perceptlon offered here enables L

g e e
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'”uld just as well be sard

about the aesthet1c obJett_
There are many theories offered

¢

. ab0ut the work of art )
) as to what precasely constltutes the aesthet1c object.
They can, however, be drvided 1nto two dxst1nct types,"

those whrch 1dent1fy the aesthetzc obJect w1th some
physxcal obJect, and thoseahhzch 1dent1fy the aesthet1c ‘
The 1a@ter type ‘

obJect wrth some sort of mental obJect
seems to be more popular among modern aesthet1c1ansa
uThose who wrsh to 1dent1fy the aesthetlc obJect

1cal ObJeCt have one great hfr

s _ thh an assocxated ph
advantage, ease 1n'stipu1at1ng what at least some
Parntlngs conS1st of palnt

' aesthetlc obJects\consast 1n.
. on canvas. Sculpture cons1sts of carved stone,“carved
therature cons;sts of the prxnted
’*ore d1ff1cult to make, e ;5«,

cast'bronze.

WOOd 9,
Th1s 1dent1f1cat1on becomes

pase-
however, when we move on to such aesthetfc obJects as
.' )- 5
those whzch are sometimes called the perform;ng arts.,
P EES

It 1s a 11tt1e more dlff1cu1t to 1dent1fy mu51c w1th .
o

notes on musxc sh%ets, drama w1th wrltten dlalogue and

stage dlnectaons. dance thh the choreographer s notes.

But thls 1s o

et1c obJect.,
' te sense than

If the performance

L

pa1nt on canvas or the‘prlnted page.

-.'0 o



in 1dent1fy1ng the aesthetxc ObJECt with somethzng other

c1a1m that aesthet1c obgects are somehow mental obJects
"are R. G. COlllngWOOd'S 1dent1f1catlon éf the aesthetzc
fobgect with an "1mag1nary obJect" and Stephen Pepper s
,1dent1f1catxon of the aesthetxc obgect w1th a "percelved
p;cturetﬁ Let me very brxefly (perhaps unfa;rly, but I

" wish here only to sk

 h.a p01nt) descrlbe the;r fﬂh3

".hxpos1t16n;.' "_hf,-e N S ‘

. Colllngwood malnta;ns that aesthetlc obJect_,i
1mag1nary objects.“ He does not seem to mean, though,e
that they are 1mag1nary 1n the sense that, say, unlcorns

are 1mag1nary., He says of musxc,

SRR The noxses made/by theiperformers and heard by the..ka

aud1ence are’ ‘not music at ‘all; they are only means

‘se)ﬁban reconstruct for themselves the
't“ex;sted in the' composer's
e get out of. the concert . is

» ."s?someth1ng
Ct struct Ln our o6wn m1nds, and
, somethlng 'hlch rema1ns forever

than the phys1cal obJect..j Qril known examples of the.

than the 01ses:made"py the Pef-a’lﬁl

~

-audience, if they listen intelligently -
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1nacces51b1e to those who. cannot orwilt not make efforts ’
.of the right kind. . . .43 :

-There isy he 1ns1sts, nothlng strange about these'b

e ohservatlons. These are thlqés we all know. perfectly

well.‘h ;jf, ;,f.'v. ;',f ;."

o

Coll1ngwood may know’these thxngs perfectly well o

but, I am afrald I do not. Certalnly I am‘not totally

unsympathetlc to hlS p051t10n.‘ I would be the last to
‘dxsagree with his p01nt “that we must make "effortsapf

. the’ r1ght kind" which enable us, to some extent at least

to*ﬁearfthe'music. But' I. do not agree that the sounds

made by the mus1c1ans are not. the mu51c at all that the

aesthetlc obJect is somethlng entlrely dlfferent from
s <
the performance we commonly a55001ate w1th 1t. For one

‘.thlng, 1t seems to me not altogether 1ud1crous to maln-

ta1n that aesthetlc obJects are located. If someone were

to ask me where to find a part1cular palntlng, I would

not. tell h1m that he would f1nd Some palnt and’ canvas on

the north wall of the second floor of the art gallery,

but that he would flnd the palntlng in hls 1mag1nat10n.

7i For another thlng, the cla1m that the mu51c 1s not ‘the

7j*ﬁolses seems to,amply that I do not hear the musrc but .

no

_;:1maglne it 1nstead Thls does not strlke me as belng

fpr1ma facxe obvxous. I may not hear no1ses and mus1c at”

h same tlme, I may hear no1se as mu51c, but what I

- . |

'a,

iloso. h‘\(New.
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hear 1s mus1c. In fact, when mu51c is bexng played, 1
e

dprobably couldn't heat no1se if 1 tried.‘ Flnally, were
we to insist on the aesthetlc objeex being imaginpry in

Collxngwood's sense, it would\ge hard for us to say that

we ever experlenced the shme aesthetlc object a?s anybody'

else or as the tune in the composer's head) We: could

S

say no more than that we heard the same nbxses. Not

_only 1él}h1s unsatisfactory in 1tse1f but it might well

. »
do serzous ‘damage to anﬁgclalms for obJect1v1ty in

aesthetlcs.. ' . .

Stephen Pepper s ana1y31s of the aesthetlc object

beg1ns w1th ‘a subJect, S, a physxeal obJect 0, and the_,w

perception of the physical ObJect at various tzmes, Py,

FfP3, etc. - L - ) -

)

- - In some sense 'in - percept1on a phy51ca1 object does .

~get in touch with a subject . . . and e« « . you or

. I do-get in_ touch with a phys;cal ‘object. We see _
the pzcture, ‘and what we see . is the result of

. ourselves and the phys1ca1 object somehow getting
together. . . . The repéatedly percelvéd picture,

- however, 1t should be noticed, is not a continu-
ant. . . And what is partlcularly striking about

* this’ sltuatlon is that it is the erceived picture
. . .—that is ‘the object appreC1ate
\ entral aesthetic object turns out to-be an»;nter;;
mittent object made up of fugzt1ve success1ve
perceptions.44 ‘ o \ . L °

AT e i » -

" In deallng with aesthetxc obJects, "we are deallng with

W

perceptlons n a5
44Ig1d. '] pn 110. o .‘ ‘ )\ : R

Y

-
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I am not unsympathet{c to Pepper's claim that we

are deal1ng with perceptxons. But 1 would be no more
inclined to tell the fellow I sent to the second -floor

of tﬁe‘art gallery that he will find the palntlng in hxs
,fugitive successlve perceptions than I was 1nc11ned to
ell him he would flnd it in his imaglnatron. Purther;
the po;nt can pe made here with effect that one sees the
'palnt1ng It 1s one thlng to say that one apprec1ates
or makes Judgments about the percelved pxcture, but qu1te
another to say that one sees “the percelved\plcture. I
may see. thzngs, or arrangements,'or relationships, or
qualxtxes, ete&, etc.. but not my percept1ons of these
’)thlngs. It seems to me that any pos;txon whfch even.
remotely suggests that I see myself seelng or hear myself
hearlng is. grow1ng unnecessarlly complex. Further yet,
I must adm1t that I f1nd it dxff;cult to accept that
~while no one is apprecxatlng h1s perceived picture of it,
‘the Mona Llsa doesn't exist (let alone that it 1sn't
hangrng 1n the Louvre) Flnallw, as Pepper hlmself
points out, the percelved p1cture is qulte 11able to-
change, Py, Pz, etc may, for example, have a cumulat1ve
effect. Thls makes 1t not 1mplau51b1e, I thlnk, .that |
fthe aesthet1c obJect may not be the same from one P to
‘the next.; That thls may possably‘be detr1menta1 to a

»clalm for obgect1v1ty 1n aesthetmcs has already been

-

"fp01nted out. D e :’ _ ' .

e . ' : " ' ' ‘
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» 1 have already Said that I am not completely

unsymbathetic to these accounts. Perhaps"Collingwood
\

and Pepper have gone somewhat to extremes thanks to the
perfectly valid realization\thax non-aesthetic objects

such as paint on canvas’ are not sufficient to account

for our perceptions of aesthetic objects. But we need .

not go on because of this' to maintain that the aesthetic

v

obJect is something other than the non-aesthetic object.

We can account for this phenomenon more simply by saying
\
that the aesthetic obJect is the non-aesthetic object
\ N ) o

seen in a certain way, 1 e. in an aesthetic way. This

. enables us to differentiate between aesthetic obJects
and non-aesthetic obJects while admitting that our
perceptions and our im ination have nuch to do with the
constitution-of aesthéijl obJects.- Furthermore,.it K
‘enables us to.do so Without falling into any of~the
. pitfalils po;nted out above. It enables us to locate-
. 'paintings onfgallery walls again rather than in ou:\heads
\\\To; nowhere,.depending on’one s view of the location of A ;ﬁﬁb
‘mental”objects). It enables us to hear or see or feel |
the -aesthetic obJect again. We are able to say that the;
Mona Lisa exists whether we‘are abpreciating_a perceived
picture of 1tfor not, giving up a responsibility which“I,'
,for one, am Just as,glad to relinquish. Finally;»we now
’ have eXCellent reason for maintaining that we see (or - |

hear or: feel) the same aesthetic obJect from one

——
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perception to the next, thereby re-opening the door for

objectivity, of which more leter.

(2) The issue of isolationism versus contextuel-
ism is enother controveraial issue in ensthetice. The
issue unuelly arises with regard to the interpretetion

o of aesthetic objecta, though I think it must arise et A
" more besic level, of which more 1eter. Generally .
speeking, isolationists contend that every, aesthetic
'object must stand on its own They consxder thet an
'f;’ o aesthetic object is defect}ve if its mean;ng cannot be.
»,.derived from a careful perusal of- the object 1tse1f
’ without reference to any outs;de 1nformatxon. Such' .
-1nformation they consider to ‘\:\e irrelevant at bestt One '
well-known proponent of th;s pos1t10n is Clive Bell.
COntextuallsts, on the other hand, maintain that rt 1s ‘
. foolishly self-11miting to reject any heipéul 1nformat;on :
- «>7Wh1Ch would gpeble us to better comprehend or apprec1ate
_ the aesthetic\object.- Such 1nformat10n could include
knowledge of other works by ‘the same artxst, 1nformat1on

PR ' ,abopt/tﬁe trad1t1on oﬂ school the artist belonged toy ,

',vxnformat1on about the epoch to wh;ch the aesthetxc

PR -

‘.obJect belonged,'zts hzstory, its 1deas, etc.; and that
' 1solat1onxsts' bogeymen, the artist's 1ntentlons.- A:*
‘ prbponent of this posxtion is H. D. Alken._ﬁi

The questxon I should 11ke to. ask, apropos of

s provides,




* o | 116

is whether it is possible not to be a contextualist? The.
answer, I think, is no. The isolexionict seems to pre-
euppole that we can somehow perceive the eeetnetic object
purely, unaffected by such factors as culture (the more
1tured, the more likely to have infotmation of the sort

the contextualist considers relevant), education, and
past experience. But ‘as we have s seen, even something so
beeic as our perceptions of eeethetic objects--let alohe
our interpretntions--ia affected by such factors, more,
-is not even poecible without the influence of such

» factors. ch, then, could we expect tﬁe much more
complex brocess of interpretation tc tdke place unaffected
by such factors.' Such inflnence may, of course, be
’unconsciode, We need ng& ‘be aware of it to have it ‘
affect.us. Perheps it is this non-necessaty for conscious

’

swageness of such information that makes it seem irrele-

. vant to the isolat1on1st.

It is poss;ble that the isolationist would agree
that the process of - percelvxng and. 1nterpret1ng aesthetic
objects is xnfluenced by the aesthetic manner of per-
ceiV1ng, but that the aesthetic manner of perceiving

cannot be reduced to other factors. It is not impossible
| tnax the aesthetlc manner of percexv;ng/has somethzn%
unxque a out it, such that it cannot be reduced to other
;factors. To establzsh th1s, however, would not be to

establlsh the irrelevance of other factors.
: v
! N
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To maintain that such factors aré’relevant,

(1

however, is not to let the, contextualist have it all "
his own way, if whaf he has in mind is to put together
a set of absolute interpretive criteria rather than just
a set of 3&}delind%. This eccoéot of eeoghatic percep-
tion leans heavily toward substunéﬁating Wittgenstein's
claim that in order to describe what aesthetic apprecxa-
tion connistn in, we would'heve to descrxbe the whole
environment. Aestheticians have found that notoriously
hard to do by meen;\of three or four fecfors;

- (3) Perhaps fhg most conttovetsial issue in all
aesthetics is thlty?f objectivity versus subjectivity.’
One area in which this issue arises is with regard to

o

| eesthetie value. I would prefer not to concern mysélf
with this :ide of the issue, though Ivconsider it not
unlikely that a gestalt theo*yoof aesthetxc value might
well prove adequate to deal u;th the problem. The
question I uash ‘to consider is whether aesthetncOfeatures
are objective or sub3ect1ve.~ Obvxously, any account of
aesthetic pergeptxon~w081d be the better for eﬁab11ng us
to reta;n at°least a degree of objectivity in aesthetits.
ﬁet,us see whether this part;cufag‘hccountOenables us to
do so. o ' A ‘
. o : L
The desire to be‘able to aieert the objectivity

of aesthetic features is ptobgbly not the 1east of

'Sibiey s ‘concerns when he maintains that: the ex;stence
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of aesthetlc features 1s determlned by the ex1stence of
non-aesthetlc features. In general (though not always

in particularS,ﬁnon-aesthetlc features are conceded to be

obJectrve in some sense op>other. 1f, therefore, they

. are the sole determlnlng factors pf - aesthetlc features,’

hthen aesthet1c features would in general be conceded to

be obJectlve, 1n some sense or other. Butoaccordlng to

this, thesis, one of the determlnlng factors of the

,aesthetic £eature 1s the way in whxch the a55001ated S 0

non- aesthetlc featureé are . seen. The questlon with whlch

1t becomes necessary to dea} is whether the acceptance

©

of th1s determlnxng factor nece551tates the sacr1f1ce of

objectivity. I thlnk that--fortunately--1t does not

_necessitate such a sacrlfxce. I shall endeavor brlefly

to sketch some reasons for thznk1ng so, asklng that it dap

be borne in mlnd that th1s is only a skett 1ntendeﬁ to

\

be suggestlve rather than conclu51ve._ Any attempt to
deal conclusxvely thﬁ this subJect would need to be a
thesis in itself, - and a vast one at that.

QvTo begln W1th, 1et as return to- the source, and

‘Vcon51der brlefly what Slbley con51ders ob3ect1v1ty to:

'con51st in.’ Accordlng‘%o hlm, the prlmary questlon

o

which must- be answered in the afflrmatlve to establlsh

5 i

obJect1V1ty is "whether we use or attempt to. use

aesthetrc QOHC&ptS‘Wlth elements of an. obJeCtlve ‘logicC,

requ1r1ng some agreement and explanatlons of .

e
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disagreement. ... . L) Thls supposes that there must be,
with regard to the use of aesthetlc concepts, certaln
Pconditions of agreement; Whenever these condltlons,
whatever they may finally con81st in, are met, we have

the rlght to expect agreement. And,‘presumably, wei

should be able to explazn cases of agreement .and dls-g
'agreemen? by reference to these condltlons. The nucleus,
- of . agreement may be small, but 1t is not the size of the'
nucleus Wthh gives it 1tS/c1a1m to ObJGCthlty, rather
Sit is 1ts con51stency of performance. '

_Q The cond1t1ons of agreement 1n aesthetlc percep-
tlon are, qu1te complex, wh1ch v1rtua11y assures the :
ex1stence of substantlal dlsagreement, but th1s should
not trouble us. '"Indeed, it would be absurd to requ1re,'
for a thing to be reallz ¢, that ¢-must be dlscernlble
by beings 1ack1ng the obv1ously relevant knowledge and
experlence "47 Furtherwore, when the condltlons of

. agreement -are qulte complex, we should not expect
agteement to be prlmarlly a yes or no affalr, as it is .
for example where persons are requlred to dlstlngulsh
between red and green. We should rather expect varlous

hades of agreement, as persons come closer to meeting

ol the condltlons of agreement :"There w111 be a nucleus,

46Sib1ey,_"0b3ect1v1ty in Aesthet1cs,,“p.¢44,
47Ib1d., p. 46.
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’and a large and var1able penumbra con51st1ng of groups
exh1b1t1ng partial and°merg1ng agreement correspondlng

\
to what we ordlnarlly call areas of limited sen51b111ty

and levels of SOphlstlcatlon 48 . ’

" Now, let me offer a brlcf account of whe1her
object1V1ty can be clalmed consxstently w1th this account
of percept1on, g1v1ng some con51derat10n to whether 1t
is con51stent with Slbley ‘S account ‘of obJect1v1ty in
'Waesthetlcs. If the way. in whlch non-aesthetlc features
are seen is such ‘an 1mportant factor in the perceptlon
of aest etlc features, how are we able to ma1nta1n that
ob3ect1v1ty 1s po§51ble? In the f1rst place, 1t has not
at any p01nt been malntalned, nor does the account SO far
offered requlre us to malntaln, that the way in whlch ”n
. the. thlng 1s seen is the’ sole determlnant of - any .
‘aesthetlc feature. If there were no non-aesthetlc
features, there would be no aesthetlc features.' The
non-aesthetlc features are also determ1nants. lnsofar‘

‘e

as we con51der non-aesthetlc features to be obJectlve,
{
and 1nsofar as non-aesthetlc features do determlne

51der1ng aesthetlc features to ‘be obJectlve.v Certalnly,

Sibley would not d1sagree so far, for as has been p01nted

- out, he hlmself asserts the dependence of aesthetlc ,’y_‘f

.\. R

 481bid., pp. 46-47.

.

3
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features on . non-aesthetlc features, and he probably does
'so at least in part to establi h\thelr ob3ect1v1ty. The
point at which a'difficulty wiul’arlse,\rf it arlses, is
at the point where the percelver contributes to the
perceptual process, so arranges the non-aesthetlc
h~features as to form the perceptual gestalt which is the
zaesthetlc feature.v wWill beley ‘balk here? I tﬁlnk not,v
‘for Slbley hlmself speaks throughout "0b3ect1v1ty and
Aesthet1cs" of the need for certarn mental“condltrons of
experlence,'educat1on, etc. to be met before ¢he person
1ook1ng at an aesthetlc obJect w111 be able to percelve
;;1ts aesthet1c features. There is often,‘he says,“"the
‘need of perusal, of prolonged attentron,tof,trz;ng, rf;f
one is to see aesthetrc features "49 It:seeﬁsftofme,jg:
‘at least, that S1b1ey clearly recognlzes the‘neeessitY'
that the percexver contrlbute to the perceptual process

1n order to percelve aesthetrc features.,

‘ \

_ The obJectron tha the neces51ty for "trylng"
"removes the possrbrllty of obJect1V1ty from aesthetlcs

must- come from other sceptlcs.m Why lS such an obJectlon‘_l

0

rarsed? Many sceptlcal aésthet1c1ans seem to thlnksthat

'the admrsslon of the percelver's contrrbutlon extepds to

o

allowzng as valld z contrlbutron on the part of the‘

percerver, that 1f we try, we can percelve anzthlng \

- . . .
B -, . o
T L

L i, e



But 1t is not the case. that any random group of non-. ‘

aesthetlc features can be correctly seen as any aesthetlc

“‘.‘

feature we please.» We are no more forced to this con-_

Lcluslon ¢han we are: forced to say that the duck/rabblt

,/_,—-

ean Just as well be seen . as, a thpopgtamusferta .
chxmpanzee. Even .a not- so-random group of non-aesthetxc
features need not add up to a spec1f1c aesthetlc feature.
The non-aesthetlc features which .can be seen as.zns%pzdxty.
are quxte s1m11ar to the non-aesthetxc features whxch can “

be seen as dellcacy.- In splte of thls sxmrlarlty, it is

only ﬁbss1b1e to see those non-aesthetsc featunes Wthh

@
#

are the part1a1 determlnants of 1ns1p1d1ty as dellcacy

or v1ce versa mxstakenly. (Our abQ*xty to make such

oflne dxstlnctlons 1s 1tse1f an argument for obJect1V1ty )

The keymobservatxon here 1s that we are able to“"f”'j

. \ '”,
be correct or to be m1staken 1n cases of thls sont. It

Q

leads us. to. what is probably;our best reason for ma1n-ggj'w°"””

taxnlng that that the adeptlon of the way 1n.wh1ch
somethlng 1s seen as a determ;nlng factor does not entaxl.
the sacr1f1ce of objept1V1ty.; There can be both correct
-'ways and mlstaken ways_to see somethlng., When a 7]“
'; color-bllnd man sees ai%rafflc srgnal as grey 1nstead of

L3

green, we! feel no- qualms about saylng that he is mlstaken.
‘ Noumore need we feel hesztant about sayxng that man is- )
mlstaken who sees dellcaoy as 1n51p1d1ty or V1ce versa..

When we see that an aesthetlc obJect 1s delmcate, our
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- perceptxon 1s a process of gestalt format1on. ‘There are;

0

LS reasons why that part;cular gestalt formatxon takes \
place, such that 1f anyth;ng essent1a1 is m1351ng from
the process, we wrll fa11 to see that the eesthetlc

e object has that certa;n aesthet1c feature. we do not
S \*

hesxtate to say thw% the color-bllnd man sees grey when ‘

he. 1ooks at green because there 1s somethlng wrong wzth

1

Q:r perceptual process_ fWe need have no more hesrtat1on

1n say;ng that a man who sees de11cacy as 1ns1p1d1ty has
: someth;ng wrong thh h1s processes qf percept1on as well."
‘ Adm;ttedly, 1t may not be as easy to po;nt out just what

is wrong.? Unlrke the case-of color-bllndness, whlch

results from an easily p1n,p01nted physlcal dlsabllltY, 

aesthetlc bllndness may relet from a defxclency? n anyfe‘ ‘;.

of the complex 1nf1uences ”hech enable-u“ tc’see’th ags g?a.,

,/reason why beley would want to.

7Inu£aft ‘1t re1terates some of hls""“
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featurvs and to. agree thh others who meet thoSe samc
‘

condxtxons that 1t has those features.' Furthermore, the;‘

: account ‘of perceptxon offered in the preV1ous chapters

AP

ampl1f1es Slbley's account of obJect1V1ty by tell:ng us wﬂ
where to 1ook to determxne how the perce1ver arr;ves at\'

the cond1t1on necessary to the percept1on of aesthet1c

features.‘ When we 1 a&l

feature we are f"rm n erceptna 'gestalt,vwe\know that

the cond1t10ns7we‘se k';o exp a1n 11e 1nﬂthe process of

bf course, Slbley would not

aesthetlc percept;o eive .’

-«i‘t s1mp1y know1ng fhe condxtlons for
;would ena.ble a:nyone to per

aest; tlb”features.; But surely 1t is clear‘by‘now that
s - .ﬂ,»' : v

esults 'ur;seexng rhe:aesthet1c features of an
aesthetlc'objeef; our ab;llty to state the condltlons.‘l
wh;ch, when met, assure our belng able to see. aesthet1c~v
fea'ures, enables us fb claxm ob3ect1v1ty for aesthetlc  :1i

percepflon lefls because the ab;llty to state those :

‘eithat 1n percexvxng an aesthetlcr'
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about what we percexved. 'Suredy, as T haVe alreedy said,
th1s amounts to our be1ng able to be obJectxve.

But someone 1s bound to obJect here that even 1f

we are able to say ‘that we are correct or mlstaken, -any ..

o

\ contrxbutlon made by the percelver ‘to aqsthetlc perceptxon

\

Eenders 1t subJectxve.q To th&t,al can only shrug my
shoulders and agree.v T must confess, however, that 1
am not much afrald of such subject1v1ty. »Whlch; c6n;
sxder1ng that this account applles not Jost to aesthetlc
percept1on, but to all percept1on, is: probably Just as":

well.

°
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L»ls necessary though not sufflcrent for all visual L

abllrty to focus,,for exampLe, may be of extreme_f_" . ';

~—. . ]

1mportance in v1sual gestalt formatlon.' Furthermore,

\

_ master and apprentrce will Have a 1anguage 1n common,
Wthh ensures that they W111 have much in common in the"ﬁ
ways in Wthh they see thlngs. Sharedflanguage ensures

7a great deal of shared experlence and 1earn1ng, Wthh 1s;.
bound to affect one s mann{ of perce1v1ng.‘ The example
1n chapter 2 of trylng to tell a pollce artlst what '

Susan Haley 1ooked 11ke was glyen w1th the empha51s that

\

before I could tell h1m thls, he would have to have at
least soﬁe 1dea,of how features go together to make up ,
faoes.» But of course he has a very good 1dea of how
features go together to make up faces. The conn01sseur s g

1ﬁ apprentlce may also be expected to have a good 1dea of

F)

how parts go together to make up wholes.“He can . scarcely

f

have avorded many of the 1nf1uences on our manner of _{g."

perce1V1ng Whrch.enable us to see things aesthetlcally.

To show how thrs would work out in practlce,.let us take

o A
N

a 1ook at some of the thlngs Slbley thinks a conn01sseurf.
. \\; -
rn a teachlng sltuat1on would try to do. ﬂ

'

"jkﬂn‘i’j,p SlbleY beglns by porntlng out that 1t may do the”
trrck srmply to pornt but the relevant non-aesthet1c S
features of the work of art under observatlon.‘ And if >?\\ SR

L8

the apprentlce has the neéessary capaclty for/perce1v1ng LT




aesthetlcally, Pt may very well be: that all that needs

to be done 1s to dnaw his attentxon to tnose features.
[

Perceptlon, it w111 be remembered is the comprehen51on
4of ‘clues in terms of a whole.’ Polntlng out the clues 1s?w

a good plaee to start.’ If the\abprentlce then trles to

see them as subsxd1ary to an aesthetzc whole (remember

)

.-that he does not nee3 to know that thas 1s what he 1sv
‘hd01ng to do ;t -we need not know the rules to be able: tot
'”follow them), he may well succeed Should the p01nt1ng

| out ‘of the non-aesthetlc features not be enough, the

master can always\reSOrt to poxntlng out characterlstlc

B .\

fasssoc1at1ons between aesthetlc and non-aesthetlc jd”
hwfeatures'hn the hopés of Jogg1ng _the apprentlce‘s way of

1ook1ng at those non-aesthetlc features. If he is used o
to ass1m11at1ng parts to the;r<ass;m11ated wholes--whlchf

ﬁof course/he 1s.--ft is not unllkely thatrthls will

T \
see the aesthetlc features for hlmself.

o o . \\

( Should tactrcs such as the a?ove not work 3:t
what does Slbley suggest as 5 further approach? The
wmaster may well make use of sxmlles. There .are numerous
ys 1n wh1ch th1s mlght be done. For example,{then_ .
1aster mlght p01nt out to the apprentlce that the rela_ |
:1onshlp of pale, soft colors to deilcacy is much 11ke |

‘he relatlonshlp of new young grass and flpwers to early

'prlng Weather. Assum1ng that the S1m11e is at all
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accurate, th1s clue to what the relatlonshlp is lrke may
. 'enable the apprentlce to arrange hxs perceptlons of pale, =‘;L
Vsoft colors in some stmilar relatronsh1ps, thereby |
“arrrvxng eventually ‘at the necessary gestalt* On’ the »
- other hand, the master mlght point out that a*uaesthetrc
feature 1s 11ke somethlng else, that boldness, for
”example, is like a bright hotaoay ;n July._ If. fhe ,
'apprent1¢e has some 1gea what the whole is 11ke of Wthh
the non-aesthetrc features are parts, the process Qf
‘arrang;ng those parts funct10na1 to that whole w111 be
ongreatly srmprxfled._ There are many more ways 1n whlch

7rthe use of s1m11es by the master can be helpful to the o

B

hi/apprentlce, but .these, two serve to 111ustrate the - p01nt.

‘.'Slmrlarly useful are metaphors, COmparlsons and contrasts,A;%

Lt anecdotes. etc. S R
: - Bl R I

In addltron to tﬁe ways already mentioned

‘»‘\_/

~ \

!

*.Qanecdbtes could.well ‘be- heipful 1n the follow1ng way."
N =
It has already been\p01nted out that emotlons, moods,_‘:
~etc.:are 1dportant rnfluences on whether we see thlngs

(L3

aesthetically.. Anecdotes m1ght well

EEE aest&etlgally or non-
v '»Lbe able to 1nduce 1h the apprenxlce the aesthetlc manner

iiiof percelvlng, puttlng.h1m, so to speak, 1n a receptlve

' B . i . T ..

”fframe of m1nd._ffrcrp;_: ‘*= v.fj

Slbley aIso suggests that the actxons of the SO

‘\ ‘. ,
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. 'operatxng in a vacuum.; It is. a rare.d y}indeed when we
meet a man who 1s aesthet1ca11y7tota11f'Plind, or deaf, B
o - . 0 \ “ :,‘
. or otherwxse ;nsenszt1ve.}?We very seidom encoun~e . g
. “In the”, R
Sy unlxkely event, howeve:, that the masterfdfes encounter
A
A\
%
& P_

varlety as poss;bile, cause h;m to" assoc;ate wi‘thmﬁmany
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To sum up, tIe model of making inferences does

not proaide us thh n edequate account of perceptxon, -

'pernod So surely we should not expect it to provade us,

wuth an adequate account of aesthetzc pe:ception.: To ‘ﬂj;'

o -

understand how we come to be eble to percexve aesthet:c

‘ceptzon
'}‘When we ‘
E gestalt whole cannot be 1nferred from a 115t Qf 1ts .

pa:ts,.we w111 no longer attempt to f1t aesthet1c per-

)

xceptzon 1nto a model of makxng 1nferences. Instead we";
w111 adopt a model such as the aPPrentxceshnp model BRI

whxch accounts for aesthetlc perceptzon ;n terms of our’

..~., .
i . K “a

. manner of percexv;ng aesthetlc wholes.c

Let»us now,tﬁrn to the nextgouestlpn.f Why should

_; ‘we. accept the account of aesthetrc perceptlon offered

here? Let me beg;n the dmscussxon by asklng whetner we fly-
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k "course of the text whth wrll be summed up 1ater, Whafe"
'reason have we for acceptlng the aqcount? l

] ';-, If we know any one th;ng about aesthetic features,
if any one thing abqut them could be said to 'be obv;ous,»

' 1t is that they are tOy me extent. dependent for their"

"*exrstence on non-aesthet . features.“fAesthetrc featutes
,rom non-aesthet;c\features.

: \_¢ '
' This, of eourse, would not’ have to am unt to much more L

3,never occur in 1solatron

han sayxng tnat we have to percerve somethrng to perceave

something,fs havrng aesthetxc features. But 1n addxtron
i _
_ fto‘thxs, we make numerous characterrstrc associatlons

;between specifxc non-aesthet1c features and specrf1c

.

S 'aesthetlc features.. Parntrngs done rn pale, soft colors,?"

‘for example, we might reasonably expect to have the o
\feature of delxcacy., On the other hand, palntlngs w1th

o Jfllarge patches of very brlght or dark colors we mxght

reasdnably expect not to. have dellcacy.,"(of course we
' 5 e1ther case, and we would not know for
f) Thls argues that the dependency

‘eratures and aesthet1c features is

Yet we know that 1t 1s not a

e explaln 1t? If we

o



'And emergent feature, of course, is a term practically

‘expect them to behave, so to" speak, in certarn ways.v'If.

" 97

emergent features. Sibley h;mseif thxnks ‘that' they are.

synonymous with gestalt.~ If aesthetrc features are best

understood es‘emergent features or gestalten, we would

‘be shown to behave in those ways,> we hawe a

" One thing we can. say abdﬁt gestalten is that
do not see them gradually.' We do not see one part of/ a
gestalt, then another, then perhaps another, and th

having added up the preces,--at last'--the feature 1tse1f'

@

h We see it whole, or not‘at all. of course we can some-

1

trmes look at the partlcular features commonly aséocrated
W1th a gestalt ‘one at a time, but thls 15 not the same
th1ng-as frndrng—bits and.pleees of ‘that feature.~,Thls

can be sazd of aesthetro features.‘ One. does not perceive

_'one p1ece of delrcacy, then,another, then delicacy itself.

. Notr does one see a plece of balance here and another

o

plece of balance theme, and/then_-perhaps'stepplng back

a few paces -see°balancé Though of course one can ‘see

o

.

o

*

¢

P

B



approach‘at ell.’ So truefiesytﬁthat‘webdo*not‘perceive

'aesthetic features gradually, that the appearance of such~
feature not perceived before may even geem quite_

‘ sudden. We often, if I may indulge myself in a moment

of metaphor, speak of such a just-thzs-1nstant-perceived

aesthetxc feature as "springzng out at me," or as

\“"standing up and. ‘slapping me in the face." ' ,f o

¥ Another character;stic of gestalten is that/we
"cannot perceive the patts !Lcelly and at the same time
perceive the whole. If we‘perceive a Whole, we are able

to”percéﬁve't nly 1nsofar as they part1c;pate in

omenon of

the whole, not soyijewely from 1E§
being able to see exther the part l'- but:not

both at once 1s well knqwn to aesthet1c1ans. One‘famous

example, c1ted by both Mlchael Polany1 and. E. H.,GOmbrlch,

is that of an experlment made by Sir Kenneth Clark wuth
“"Las Menlnas," a palntlng y Velazquez. "Las Menlnas"

1s quzte rough in structure makxng 1t necessary’ to vxew

1t from a d1stance.» Clark\:oped that-wh1le approachxng

it slowiy,;he»would see itvb'ssolve gradually'xnto -
' fragments. "I would start frog as far away as I could,

when the 1llu ;on was complete,'efd come gradually

=,nearer, untllfsuddenly, what had’ been a hand and a r1bbon e

‘Jand a plece of velvet dmssoﬁved 1nto a frlcassee of SR

' beautrful bru'h"t“'kes "39 "T:y“§§¢he-m1ght fstepplng
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“‘backward and forward, he couhd never hold both visions
at’ the same time."40 We can see the canvas and the
blobs of paint focally, or we ‘can see the painting. We
cannot see them both at the same time. ;' -

The above experiment, suggestive as it i

'that aesthetlc features are wholes. Can we also '
aesthﬁt:.c features that we cannot both !ercexve them and
‘focally perceive the1r related non-aesthet1c parts at
the saqe\tlme? To illustrate that we can, I shall
consider a sztuatlon wh;ch Looks, thoﬁgh only at first

g;anoe,_;ike a-counter-exihpie. Suppose we see a del;cate

‘shade of red, Here;;surely,‘one‘sees the part-fred-:and

the whole--delicacy--at the same time. Bot'if we‘consider’,

th1s for a’ moment, we soon rea11ze that here, too, we see
L]

the part only in its subs1d1ary functlon to the whole.-
/

The non-aesthet1C~feature,-lrght red, has undergone a

b

subfle but very real transformation, and is now seen,

’ subs1d1ary to the whole, ‘as 2 del;cate shade oﬁ redn "

_ Another interestlng character;stlc of gestalten
is thls, that once we have seen a’ gesta&t 1t becomes

odlffh

cult--lf not well—nagh 1mpo%sib1e--to see its parts

"othenw1se than as funct1onal to the: whole‘r We have all

nd Ilidsion,ﬁaollingetfh,
rsity Press, 1969, p. 6.




»1ntricate trains of inference. Such abstinence is only

,;of gestalten.- This enab les us to explaxn why the ‘ Y

100 °

N L :
landscapes, for example, in.which dog's heads or se;liﬁg

ships ere clevetly concealed._ But. once such a ch's head.
has "sprung out" of the clouds at the viewer, it becomes
extremely difficult to see just a lendscepe again. It
takes a codaidereble effdrt on our: part to get back to

the parts once we have’ seen the whole, to see them as
dis~integrated and nqn—perticipetory agein. Alfred Nerth'
Whitehead remarks thet he i3 suspicious éf ‘an. infereﬂti&&»

. -,
model of perception beceuse "the artist, who is far better‘

than most of us at contemplaxing pure colors or shepes,

hes acquired the ability to 1gnore temporer;ly the wholes
of wh;ch such features are parts only by dint of

1aborxous ‘training. This point, 1ncidenta11y, 1s quxte

'as appl;cable to the second ma1n,quesfxon of this"

.chapter ‘as 1t is here. "We do not requrre elaborate

training. merely in- order to refrain from embarking upon -

9-

too easy "41 ; - '7_’_

Aesthet;c features .do indeed behave I1ke we would
expect gestalten to behave, wh;ch Just1f1es our construxng

an account of their percept;on in terms of the perceptlon
A

.relatzoush1p between non-aesthetxc and aesthet1c features

. . . *

4xklfted No:th Wh;tehead,.

'Aand Effect: (New . York. G.-B. Putnem»s Sons, Capricorn -
Books, 1959%, B+ 3+ € - L

y . . R S . :
| . . ) B M . :\J

-




‘.ifeatures, 1 e. that of the whole oh 1ts parts in the
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is one of dependency, out not one of logicni dependency.
Furthermore, it gives us a model in terms o} uh!ch fa
explain that dependenty. the model of whole to parts.
Aesthetic feututes depend on non-lesthetic f"tW‘f' as
. wholes depend on parts. Thete would be no wholes if’
there were‘no parts. But et the same time, parts are
not enough to explain the exiitence of wholes. for those
parts have to be petcoived in thd rgpht'wuy. ‘Naturally ©
.enough, we characteristicslly essocieﬁe the parts which
can be seen as aesthetic wholes;witq those wholes. ‘
‘"Therefore, we-associete pntticule: non-aesthetic features
with part;cular aesthetic featuree.- ’ \ |

Let me proceed to sum up the nain renaons, both
those just above and those mentioned earl;e:.in the
thesxs, why we should be willxng to accept an account of
aesthetic percept;on as the perception of gestalten.
’-The advantages of such an account are the foIlowing'
(¢)) It enables us to}expln&n why there are characterxstxc
associations between non-eesthetic ané aesthet;c features”
B & further ennbles us. to explain Just what sort of

- dependency there As between sesthetzc and non-aesthetxc

- formation of a gestalt. ?"If our perceptxons of
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‘uo to maintain that and to explain why the relationship

between aeathetic and non-cesthetic fenturcc is not one
of logical dependency. It thereby enables to explain
why ve cannot infcr the existence of nesthetic features

from the existence of non-aesthetic featurea (4) Thia

ccccunt explains what the connoisseur iu able to do 1&

opposed to the man unable to see aesthetic fecturea.

The connoi.cnut is tble to form nesthctic gestultcn. It
ulno explains why the connoiaseur ¢én use the teaching
methods he can. (5) It allows for vast complexity in

the influences on the pctcebtion of aesthetic features.

-
.It also allowa for a highly complex account of what

mnkea an aeathetic whole specificnlly aesthetic. With a

phenomenon as complex as the aesthetic, attempting to.

.’ account too simply for its multxfcceted nature can only

lead to monumental confusion. (6) This account of

aesthetzc perception demands the taking into account

ibdth of ‘what is seen and of how it is seen, though’
rndmittedly I have plcced great emphasxs on the latter in
:this theais. The traffic is definxtely ‘two-way. Trying

to explnxn one without the othcr is: like asking whether

thé chicken or the egg came fzrst. Contrary to popular
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Now it cnly reunina to be eehnd whether Sibley
would be likely to egree or to dleestee with this ,
account. With regard. to this, I 1 shall bgieﬂiy reiterate
his major . clnime. (1) Sibley(ineiate on a diltinction L

between eeetnetlc and non-aesthatic~ features. (2) Taste,

O

he nninteine. is. the ebility to pétceive ghat an aesthetic

9

obJect has cesthetic feeturee.‘ Not only is teete not ’
the ebility tOnintex‘the exietence of eeetnetic feeturee
from that of non-eeethetic feetur%e.obut it is not-

possible to infer the existence af eenfhetic fcom non-
aesthetic feetque. g3)<Mhile there is a relationehip
between agsthetic and non-nestnetxc features such thet
aesthetic features depenqlfor tneir existence 'upon non-

<

+~ aegthetic features, nge reletionehip is not ‘one of

‘,J

logicel dependence. Leg us consider whether Sibley and

o

I are fn conflict on>§ny of: theee points. o o
(f) I am in egfeqment with Sibley ‘that there is -

a dxetxnc@;on betﬂben eesthetxc andjhon-aesfhetxc features,“

at least insofar as then e;e)percezved without sucn“at

o d:stinction, this thepxs could never even have been Begun.

2

I would not wnnt td mdintnin that the twp sx&es of the

<

dist;nctxon cgver év&ty po&exbxe sort ofc?eature. There

may well ‘be feetures wlnch are ne;ther q,esthetuc nor ‘

ht1c.” Sibkey hinsq}f novhere maintains, that

- ¥

,ategorzes gmbrace a11’ POssxbxlxtaes. a. e
’ ! o [s)
.o
:-‘ P o ¢ . o
G o [»} -
¢ Y [e} < i o
GQJ o .
1 TR < o -
4 ; '
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’ e v “ 90 .
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Be51des s1mply agreeing thh Slbley that there

.
v

is 'such a dlstlnctlon, this acCount offers a way of
worklng out the d1st1rctlon, 1.er by-regardlng.non-

aesthetic features as/ gestalten of which non-aesthetic , -

features are the ‘parts. Since Sibley himself ccnsiders
aesthetlc features to be. emergent features, he would not
be lJ{ely to d1sagree in pr1nc1p1e with this way of °

e

working out the distinction, ‘Whether he would be 1likely

to agree or to disagree with the details of this working

e

out will be‘taken up under point (3).

‘(2) There is certainly ng}disagreement with'
i [ ° f . B

Sibley in this thésis‘on:the?point,that.aesthetic.

features are perceived rather than 1nferred. We are °

o .

unable to infer the exlstence of aesthetlc features from
;non-aesthetlc features because it is impossible to 1nfer'

"the existence of a whole from the existence of its parts. .

“

A gestalt occurs not simply because.its parts exist, but
-because those parts are perceivedlinfcegtain ways. The .

:necessary manner of perceiving which enables us ‘to

o S

”percelve non=aesthetic features as aesthetic. wholes is

o

not arrived at by inference. It is rather matie p0551b1e
for US'bY dint ofcan apprenticeship we have served,
assimilating our entire envfrdnment.

| (3) The relatlonshap between aesthetic features

and non- aesthetlc features is one of dependence, but that

dependence shouldxnot be construed as logical dependence.



. o

So far7 Sibley would agree.. Further, the dependence of
‘aesthetlc on non-aesthetxc features can be understood in. ,,5

4

terms of the dependence of a whole on 1ts parts. ‘Here, /“
A

too, I think 1€knot unl1kely that Slbley would agree.
'But when we turn to Slbley s own characterlzatlon of the
dependence of aesthetlc on non-aesthetlc features,/we
f1nd ‘what may be a point. of real dlsagreement. th |

Slbley maintains that the aesthetic features of '

Aa thlng are aetermlned by 1ts non-aesthet1c features.

7

It is d1ff1cult to tell in Just how strong a sense}_p ’\
S1b1ey wishes to use thls term, but from hﬂs/characterl-
zation of the two sorts of relat1onsh1ps holdlng in the -
case of spec1f1c obJects, he may be u51ng determlned in
'qu1te a strong sense._ Wlth regard to both total
'speciflc dependence and notable spec1f1é dependence (see‘
" pages 10-11), he speaks of the aesthetlc character of a
th1ng resultlng from 1ts spec1f1c non- agsthetlc featurest
" If he means here that aesthetlc character results solely

2 /

from spec1fic non-aesthetic features, then we. have found

va

" a point of real dlsagreement.
I malntaln that to understand the perceptlon of

aesthetlc features,/they must be construed asagestalten.

/

But as has already been p01nted out several times, a §

whole. is more than the sum of its’ parts. In the formatlon‘

“of a gestalt the parts must be arranged 1n a certaln way.
|-

The arrangement of those parts in a whole does not depend
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. on the parts themselves, but is rather dependent on the

way in Wthh they are percelved. Thqrefore we caﬁgot\

(A
ma1nta1n that the parts of an aesthetic whole are solely

responsxble for 1ts aesthetic character.

-

LIt may be, however, that S1bley does not mean
that aesthetic character results solely from spec;flc
‘non-aesthetlc features._ Indeed, to ma1nta1n such a
p051t1on would weaken hls p01nt that the exlstence of
»aesthetlc features is not able to be xnferred from the
.enlstence of non-aesthetxc features.‘ He may mean only S
that there must be certaln non-aesthetlc features before |

a specific aesthet;c gestalt can be formed LeaV1ng open‘ .
the reservatlon that no gestalt formatlon is possxble casﬁ
without the parts belng percelved 1n a certaln way.

%f. I thlnk it not. unreasonable for us to 1nterpret
;"determrned" in thrs latter, less strict sense-for the
‘follOW1ng reason. It has already been p01nted out that
~Slb1ey hlmself considers aesthetlc features to he ) |

emergent,‘or gestalt, features. The problem is whether
hhe woulp be llkely to obJect to the emphaS1s placed by

thrs‘account on' the capaC1t1es of thﬁ percelver;, There

is at 1east a good poss1b111ty that %e would not obJect

for he says hlmself that "many 'eMergent' propertles

clearly depend for the1r recogn1t10n on obv1ously related

knowledge and exper1ence, emot10nal 1rngulst1c, etc. . e .

~One could not expect thls recognltlon from a ch1ld or’ a.
3
S ‘
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"serious d13crepanc;es. d A

107

person lacklng certa1n broadly spec;flable experlence'
and development 142 If we may 1nterpret determxnat;on
in th;s sense; then as far as I can tell, there are no R

Some m1ght thznk it poss;ble, 1t should be'.r

deointed out, that S1bley w%%ld cons1der such a. pos1tlon

as‘this to rule out any ser1ous clalms for obJect1v1ty

in aesthetlcs. Slnce hls 1n51stence that aeithetxc

feature} are determlned by non-?esthetlc featutes reflects

to retaln ObJéCthl#Y in- aesthetlcs, he would

consmder ‘an account uh1ch rules out the possx-'
bbl1ty o’ obJectzvxty 1n aesthetxcs to be serlously at .
fault. Por that matter, I would consxder an account

‘which rules out ‘the possxbll&ty of ob3ect1v1ty 1n “aes-

'~thet1cs to be serxously at fault.{ I do not, however,?

thxnk that th1s adtount does haVe that fault, so that
perhaps S1bley and I do not need to d1sagree on. th1s
po;nt._ Por a somewhat more deta;led dlSCUS810n of this .

1ssue, see the upcomzng conclusxon. s PR
b A__’~ T co A » ‘:~~--

42Frank N..Slbley,'"ObJect1v1ty in Aesthetics,"
Proceedin s of the Ar1stote11an Socxety Supplement,

LA
.
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ceptlon in. terms of whach we can best prov de an account

_of aesthetlc perceptlon.d Such an account would enable

.

4us to d1fferent1ate between the percept1on of aesthetlc

features and the perceptlon of non-aesthetlc features. ;fﬁ}'

aesthetlcs.. In conclusxon,'I should llke .oidlécuss

three of these 1ssues, br1efly sketchlng out the contro—if‘
.ver51es 1nvolved then Just 1nd1cat1ng the approach to' |
each suggested by thxs‘a :ount of aesthet;c percept1on.:;
‘The 1ssues to be d1scussed afe\the§g (1)}The 1ssue of N

what constztutes the aesthet1c obj Ct.“ (2) Isolat1onlsm

versus contextua 1sm., (3) 0baect1V1ty

= The account of aesthet1c perceptlon offered here enables L

‘ aesthet1c obJeot 1s a h1ghiygcontrover51al one 1n B

aesthetlcs.\ (I say aesthetlc obJect rather than work of

.waffart because I have no w1sh to 11m1t the realm of the

rsus subgect1v1ty.

g e e




But what has been sard here

L.

aesthetic“tohthe_manpmade.,
about the aesthetie'objefhfcould just as well be sard
There are. many theories offered'.,pw
W /

ab0ut the work of art )
as to what precrsely constltutes the aesthetrc object.
They can, however, be drvided 1nto two dxstrnct types,

those whrch 1dent1fy the aesthetrc obJect wrth some

physrcal obJect, and thoseahhrch 1dent1fy the aesthet1c
The 1a@ter type
* .

' obJect wrth some sort of mental obJect

seems to be more popular among modern aesthetrcrans,
Those who wrsh to 1dent1fy the aesthetlc obJect

1cal ObJeCt have one great hft

wrth an assocrated ph
advantage, ease 1n'stipu1at1ng what at least some
Parntrngs consrst of parnt

' aesthetlc obJects\consrst 1n.

Sculpture cons1sts of carved stone,“carved
Lrterature consrsts of the prrnted

on canvas.
R wood,=cast'bronze.‘
’ page. This 1dent1f1catron becomes.,}
. however, when we move on to such aestnetfefobjects as
those whrch are sometimes called the performang arts.
It 1s a 11tt1e more drff1cu1t to 1dent1fy musrc ;1th\,

notes on musrcfsh%ets, drama wrth wrrtten dlalogue and

stageidrreetrons.

thetrc obJect.
' te sense than

parnt on canvas or the prrnte page.

’”ore d1ff1cult to make,

dance wrth the choreographer s notes.

If the performance

-

But thls 1s o

-2

-.'0 )

\



ng arts, howeVer,

_1ff;cu1t1es 1nherent S

than the phys1cal obJect. qu Qril known examples of the.

A}

c1a1m that aesthet1c obJects are somehow mental obJects
i

‘ ‘are R G. COlllngWOOd'S 1dent1f1catlon of the aesthetzc

~

ObJeCt with an "1mag1nary obJect" and Stephen Pepper s

1dent1f1catxon of the aesthetxc obgect w1th a "percelved
Ny

p;cture " Let me very brxefly (perhaps unfaarly, but I

i —

h wish here only ‘to skefch.a p01nt) descrlbe the;r f,H?

@

pos1t10ns.' '7y_h::v L A
' Colllngwood malnta;ns that aesthetlc obJect_,‘
1mag1nary objects." He does not seem. to mean, though,,,L

that they are 1mag1nary 1n the sense that, say, unlcorns -

are 1mag1nary., He says of musxc,

She The noxses made/by thefperformers and heard by the..v
aud1ence are not music at all; they are only meansr;‘- Lot
by Wh1ch theé -audience, if they listen intelligently - = = .-
¢ .se) can reconstruct for themselves. the TR
tune 'hat,ex;sted in the’ composer's

' e get out of the concert is AT
somethlng yth an noises made Py the’ per-_>w‘

formers . .. . 'wha gét out of “it is. ‘something

_ wh1ch‘we have to reconstruct in our . own mlnds, and , .
ilby; uriown efforts"somethlngtwhach rema1ns forever L
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naccessuble to those who. ignnot orwilt not make efforts ’

of the right kind. . . .
-There isy he 1ns1sts, nothlng strange about these'b
L ohservatlons. These are thlqés we all know. perfectly

well.‘h ‘Hf, ;,f.'v. ;',f ;."

or
but, I am afrald I do not. Certalnly I am‘not totally
unsympathetlc to hlS p051t10n.‘ I would be the last to

‘dxsagree with his p01nt “that we must make "effortsapf

. the’ r1ght kind" which enable us, to some extent at least

to*ﬁea;fthe music. But' I. do not agree that the sounds
made by the mus1c1ans are not. the mu51c at all that the
aesthetlc obJect is somethrng entlrely dlfferent from
the perfoénance we conmonly a55001ate w1th 1t. For one
‘.thlng, 1t seems to me not altogether 1ud1crous to maln-
ta1n that aesthetlc obJects are located. If someone were
Ato ask me where to find a part1cular palntlng, I would
not. tell h1m that he would f1nd Some palnt and’ canvas on
the north wall of the second floor of the art gallery,

but that he, would flnd the palntlng in hls 1mag1nat10n.

7i For another thlng, the cla1m that the mu51c 1s not ‘the

“7g*ﬁolses seems to,pmply that I do not ‘hear the musrc but .

no

_;:1maglne it 1nstead Thls does not strlke me as belng

fpr1ma facxe obvxous. I may not hear no1ses and mus1c at”

"ame tlme,_I may hear no1se as mu51c, but what I

— . D, | .

43W.1.ll:.am E. Kenmck Art and Philoso: h‘ (New

Coll1ngwood may know’these thxngs perfectly well o
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hear 1s mus1c. In fact, when mu51c is bexng played, 1
e
dprobably couldn't heat no1se if 1 tried.‘ Flnally, were
we to insist on the aesthetlc objeex being imaginpry in

Collxngwood's sense, it would\ge hard for us to say that

we ever experlenced the shme aesthetlc object a?s anybody'

else or as the tune in the composer's head) We: could

S

say no more than that we heard the same nbxses. Not

_only 1él}h1s unsatisfactory in 1tse1f but it might well

. »
do serzous ‘damage to anﬁgclalms for obJect1v1ty in

aesthetlcs.. ' . .

Stephen Pepper s ana1y31s of the aesthetlc object

beg1ns w1th ‘a subJect, S, a physxeal obJect 0, and the_,w

perceptxon of the thSical obJect at various t:.mes, Pl,

FfP3, etc. o SR - ) -

)

- - In some sense 'in - percept1on a phy51ca1 obJect does .
~get in touch with a subject . . . and . ... you or
. I do-get in_ touch with a phys;cal ‘object. We see _
- the pzcture, ‘and what we see . is the result of
. ourselves and the phys1ca1 object somehow getting
together. . . . The repéatedly percelvéd picture,
- however, 1t should be noticed, is not a continu-
ant. . . And what is partlcularly striking about
© this’ sltuatlon is that it is the: erceived picture
. .—that is ‘the object appreC1ate
\central aesthetic object turns out to- _be" an»;nter-v
mittent object made up of fugzt1ve success1ve
perceptions.44 o o . L °

N A S TR . -

" In dealing with aesthetxc obJects "we are dealing with

- L4
W

perceptlons." 45
44Ig1d. '] pn 110. o .‘ ‘ )\ : R

Y




™~

[
T,

A

L8

g
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I am not unsympathet{c to Pepper's claim that we
are deal1ng with perceptrons. But I would be no more
inclined to tell the fellow I sent to the second -floor

S
of the art gallery that he will find the paxntrng in hxs

,fugitive successlve perceptions than I was 1nc11ned to

1

tell him he would flnd it in his imagxnatron. Purther,

the pornt can be made here with effect that one sees the

{

'palnt1ng It 1s one th1ng to say that one apprec1ates

or makes Judgments about the perce;ved pxcture, but qu1te

another to say that one sees “the percelved\prcture. I
may see. thzngs, or arrangements, or relationships, or

qualxtxes, ete&, etc.. but not my percept1ons of these

’ thlngs. It seems to me that any posrtxon whfch even

remotely suggests that I see myself see1ng or hear myself

hearlng is. growrng unnecessar1ly complex. Further yet,

I must adm1t that I f1nd it dxff;cult to accept that

s

~while no one is apprec;atlng h1s perceived picture of it,

‘the Mona Lxsa doesn't exist (let alone that it 1sn't

hangrng 1n the Louvre) Flnallw, as Pepper hlmself
points out, the percelved p1cture is qulte llable to:
change, Py, Pz, etc may, for example, have a cumulat1ve

effect. Thls makes it not 1mp1au51ble, I th;nk, .that 1

fthe aesthet1c obJect may not be the same from one P to

the next.; That thls may p0551bly‘be detrlmental to a

-

"fp01nted out. D e :’ _ ' .

e . ' : " ' ' ‘

&

M;“‘-fﬂc?&“" :
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» I have already said that I am not completely

unsympathetic to these ‘accounts. Perhaps"Collingwood
A

and Pepper have gone somewhat to extremes thanks to the
erfectly valid realization\thax non-aesthetic objects
such as paint on canvas’ are hot sufficient to account |
for our perceptions of aesthetic objects. But we need .

not go on because of this' to maintain that the aesthetic

v

obJect is something other than the non-aesthetic object.

We can account for this phenomenon more simply by saying
\
that the aesthetic obJect is the non-aesthetic object
\ N ) o

seen in a certain way, 1 e. in an aesthetic way. This

enables us to differentiate between aesthetic obJects
and non-aesthetic obJects while admitting that our

» \

perceptions and our im ination have much to do with the
\théizl obJects.- Furthermore,-it

constitution-of aes
‘enables us to.do so w1thout falling into any of~the
. pitfalils po;nted out above. It enables us to locate-
. 'paintings onfgallery walls again rather than in ou:\heads
\\\To; nowhere, depending og’one s view of the location of b ;ﬁﬁb
‘mental ‘'objects). It enables us to hear or see or feel |
the -aesthetic obJect again. We are able to say that the;
Mona Lisa exists whether we‘are abpreciating_a perceived
picture of 1t or not, giving up a responsibility which“I,'
,for one, am Just ai,glad to relinquish. Finally;»we now

have eXCellent reason for maintaining that we see (or

hear or: feel) the same aesthetic obJect from one

——



115

‘
&

perception to the next, thereby re-opening the door for
objectivity, of which more later.

(2) The issue of isolationism versus contextuel-
ism is another controveraiel issue in ensthetice. The
issue unually arises with regard to the interpretation

of aesthetic objecta, though I think it must arise et A
more besic level, of which more 1eter. Generally .
speaking, isolationists contend that every, aesthetic

'object must stand on its own They consxder thet an

aesthetic object is defect}ve if its mean;ng cannot be.

»,.derived from a cereful perusal of- the object 1tse1f

without reference to any outs;de 1nformatxon. Such .

-1nformation they consider to ‘\:\e irrelevant at bestt One |
well-known proponent of th;s pos1t10n is Clive Bell.
COntextuallsts, on the other hand, maintain that rt 1s<

. .

. foolishly self-11miting to reject any helpful 1nformat;on :

->7Wh1Ch would gpable us to better comprehend or apprec1ate

_ the aesthetic\object.- Such 1nformat10n could 1nc1ude

/

knowledge of other works by ‘the same artxst, 1nformatlon
,abont/tﬁe trad1taon oﬂ school the artist belonged toy ,

vznformatlon about the epoch to wh;ch the aesthetxc

e v

‘.obJect belonged,'ats hastory,»its 1deas, etc., ‘and that

1solat1onxsts' bogeymen, the artist's 1ntentlons. A,*

‘ prbponent of this gosxtion 1s H. D. Aaken._ﬁi

on I should 11ke to. ask, apropos of

_‘The quest:
xR

s the account of aesthetxc percept;on thls the31s prov1des,

5 "'!»" ;:’ o o~
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is whether it is possible not to be a contextuslist? The.
anower. I think} is no. The isolexionict seems to pre-

euppole that we can somehow perceive the aoethotic object

purely, unaffected by such factors as culture (the more

cultured, the more likely to have infotmation of the sort

the contextualiet considers relevant), education, and

past experience. But ‘as we have seen, even something so

beeic as our perceptions of aesthetic objects--let alohe

our interpretations--ia affected by auch factors, more,

-is not even poecible without the influence of such

» factora. How, then, could we expect tﬁe much more

complex process of interpretation to tdke place unaffected

by such factors.' Such inflnence may, of course, be

’unconsciode, We need ng& ‘be aware of it to have it

affect.us. Perheps it is this non-necessaty for conscious

’

awareness of such information that makes it seem irrele-

. vant to the isolat1on1st.

It is poss;ble that the isolationist would agree
that the process of - percelvxng and. 1nterpret1ng aesthetic
objects is xnfluenced by the aesthetic manner of per-
ceivrng, but that the aesthetic manner of perceiving

cannot be reduced to other factors. It is not impossible

' tg;x the aesthetlc manner of percexv;ng/has somethzn%

unxque a out it, such that it cannot be reduced to other

;factors.i To establzsh th1s, however, would not be to

establlsh the irrelevance of other factors.
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To maintain that such factors aré’re{ovant,
however, is not to let the,context;aliat have it all’
his own way, if whaf he has in mind is to put together
a set of absolute interpretive criteria rather than just
a set of 3&}dclind%. This accoéot of aeoghatic percep-
tion leans heavily toward substunéﬁating Wittgenstein's
claim that in order to describe what aesthetic apprecxa-
tion connistn in, we would'havo to descrxbe the wholo
environment. Aestheticiuns have found that notorzouSly
hard to do by means ‘of three or four factors.

- (3) Perhaps thg most controverszal issue in all
aesthetics is thlty?f objectivity versus subjectivity.’

One area in which this issue arises is with regard to

J oesthetio yalhe. I would prefer not to concern mysélf
with this :ide of the issue, though Ivconsider it not
unlikely that a gestalt theo:yo of aesthefic value might
well prove adequate to doal uifh theoproblem. The
question I uash ‘to consider is whether aesthetncOfeatures
are objective or sub3ect1ve.~ Obvxously, any account of
aesthetic pergeptxon~w081d be the better for eﬁab11ng us
to reta;n at°least a degree of objectivity in aesthetits.
ﬁet,us see whether this part;cufag‘hccountOenables us to
do so.‘, Lt ‘ | ‘

. t
The desire to be‘able to ai?ert the objectivity

of aesthetic features is ptobgbly not the 1east of

'Sibiey s ‘concerns when he maintains that: the ex;stence
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of aesthetlc features is determlned by the exiStence of
non-aesthetlc features. In general (though not always
in particularS,ﬁnon-aesthetic features are conceded to be
obJectrve in some sense op>other. 1f, therefore, they‘
. are the sole determlnlng factors pf - aesthetlc features,’
hthen aesthet1c features would in general be conceded to
be obJectlve, 1n some sense or other. Butoaccordlng to
this, thes1s,kone of the determlnlng factors of the
,aesthetrc Eeature 1s the way in whxch the a55001ated o 0
non- aesthetlc featureé are . seen. The questlon with whlch
1t becomes necessary to dea} is whether the acceptance
aof thrs determlnrng factor nece551tates the sacr1f1ce of
objectivity. I thlnk that--fortunately--1t does not
. necessitate such aasacrlflce. I shall endeavor brlefly
to sketch some reasons for thznk1ng so, asklng that it dap
.be bonne in mlnd that th1s is only a skett 1ntendeﬁ to
be suggestlve rather than conclu51ve._ Any attempt to
deaflconc1u51vely thﬁ this subJect would need to be a
thesis in itself, - and a vast one at that.

QvTo begln W1th, 1et as return to- the source, and
‘Vcon51der brlefly what Slbley con51ders ob3ect1v1ty to:
'consrst in.’ Accordlng‘%o hlm, the prlmary questlon

o

which must- be answered in the afflrmatrve to establlsh

5 i

obJect1V1ty is "whether we use or attempt to. use

aesthetrc QOHC&ptS‘Wlth elements of an. obJeCtlve ‘logic,

requ1r1ng some agreement and explanatlons of .
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disagreement. ... . L) Thls supposes that there must be,
with regard to the use of aesthetlc concepts, certaln
Pconditions of agreement; Whenever these condltlons,
whatever they may finally con81st in, are met, we have
the rlght to expect agreement. And,‘presumably, wei
should be able to explazn cases of agreement .and dls-g
'agreemen? by reference to these condltlons. The nucleus,
- of . agreement may be small, but 1t is not the size of the'
nucleus Wthh gives it 1tS/c1a1m to ObJGCthlty, rather
Cit is its con51stency of performance. o
_Q The cond1t1ons of agreement 1n aesthetlc percep-
tlon are, qu1te complex, wh1ch v1rtua11y assures the :
ex1stence of substantlal dlsagreement, but th1s should
not trouble us. '"Indeed, it would be absurd to requ1re,
for a thing to be reallz ¢,,that ¢-must be dlscernlble
by beings 1ack1ng the obv1ously relevant knowledge and
experlence."47 Furtherwore, when the condltlons of
. agreement -are qulte complex, we should not expect
agteement to be prlmarlly a yes or no affalr, as it is .
for example where persons are requlred to dlstlngulsh
between red and green. We should rather expect varlous

shades of agreement, as persons come closer to meeting

ol the condltlons of agreement :"There w111 be a nucleus,

'46Sibley,,"Objectivity.in‘AesthetiCS,ﬂﬂp.¢44,
471bid., p. 46. | | |
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’and a large and var1able penumbra con51st1ng of groups

xh1b1t1ng partial and°merg1ng agreement correspondlng L\

\
to what we ordlnarlly call areas of limited SenSLbllltY

and levels of Sophlstlcatlon w48 . i ot

" Now, let me offer a brlcf account of whe1her
obJect1V1ty can be clalmed consxstently w1th this account
of percept1on, g1v1ng some con51derat10n to whether 1t
is con51stent with Slbley ‘S account ‘of obJect1v1ty in
'Waesthetics. If the way. in whlch non-aesthetlc features .
are seen is such ‘an 1mportant factor in the perceptlon
of aestﬁetlc features, how are we able to ma1nta1n that
ob3ect1v1ty 1s po§51b1e? In the f1rst place, 1t has not
at any p01nt been malntalned, nor does the account SO far

A

offered requlre us to malntaln, that the way in whxch

a

. the. thrng 1s seen is the’ sole determlnant of - any

‘aesthetlc feature. If there were no non-aesthetlc

[

features, there would be no aesthetlc features.' The

non-aesthetlc features are also determ1nants.‘ Insofar

=

as we con51der non-aesthetlc features to be obJectlve,
| -
and 1nsofar as non- sthetlc features do determlne :

Sibley would not d1sagree so far, for as has been p01nted

out he hlmself asserts the dependence of aesthetlc ,v,_:E;

.\. R

| 481pid., pp. 46-47.

.
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features on . non-aesthetlc features, and he probably does
'so at least 'in part to establi h\thelr ob3ect1v1ty. The
point at which_afdifficulty wiﬂl’arrse,\rf it arrses, is
at the pbiht where the perceiﬁer contributes to the
perceptual process, so arranges the non-aesthetlc
h~features as to form the perceptual gestalt which is the
zaesthetlc feature.v wWill beley ‘balk here? I tﬁlnk not,v
‘for Slbley hlmself speaks throughout "0b3ect1v1ty and
Aesthet1cs" of the need for certa1n mental“condltlons of
experlence,'educat1on, etc. to be met before ¢he person
1ook1ng at an aesthetlc obJect w111 be able to percelve
;;1ts aesthet1c features. There is often,‘he says “"the
‘need of perusal, of prolonged attentron,tof,trz;ng, rf;f
one is to see aesthetrc features "49 It:seeﬁsftofme,jg:
‘at least, that S1b1ey clearly recognlzes the‘neeessitY'
that the percexver contrlbute to the perceptual process

< o

1n order to percelve aesthetxc features.,

‘ \

_ The obJectron tha the neces51ty for "trylng
"removes the p0551b111ty of obJect1V1ty from aesthetlcs

must- come from other sceptlcs.m Why lS such an obJectlon‘_l

0

rarsed? Many sceptlcal aésthet1c1ans seem to thlnkathat

'the admrsslon of the percelver's contrrbutlon extepds to

o

allowzng as valld z contrlbutlon on the part of the

percerver, that 1£ we try, we can percelve anzthlng \

T

o “mia, o de
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But 1t is not the case. that any random group of non-. ‘
aesthetlc features can be correctly seen as any aesthetlc
feature we please.» We are no more forced to this con-‘;

Lcluslonﬁxhan we are: forced to say that the duck/rabblt

,,_,—-

chxmpanzee. Even .a not- so-random group of non-aesthetxc
features need not add up to a spec1f1c aesthetlc feature.
The non-aesthetlc features which .can be seen as.zns%pzdxty.
are quxte s1m11ar to the non-aesthetxc features whxch can “
be seen as dellcacy.- In splte of thls sxmrlarlty, it is
only ﬁbss1b1e to see those non-aesthetsc featunes Wthh

re the part1a1 determlnants of 1ns1p1d1ty as dellcacy

or: v1ce versa mxstakenly. (Our ab111ty to make such

oflne dxstlnctlons 1s 1tse1f an argument for obJect1V1ty )

The keymobservatxon here 1s that we are able to‘ff~h

be correct or ‘to be mastaken 1n cases of thls sont. gft o

Q

leads us to what is probably“our best reason for ma1n-ggffffﬁ*'f
taxnlng that that the adeptlon of the way 1n.wh1ch '
somethlng 1s seen as a determ;nlng factor does not enta11
the sacr1f1ce of objept1V1ty.; There can be both correct

-'ways and mlstaken ways to see somethlng., When a jh _

'; color-bllnd man sees aiirafflc srgnal as grey 1nstead of

L3

green, we! feel no- qualms about saylng that he is mlstaken.

‘ Noumore need we feel hesztant about sayxng that man is-

mlstaken who sees dellcaoy as 1n51p1d1ty or V1ce versa..

VN

When we see that an aesthetlc obJect 1s delmcate, our
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- perceptxon 1s a process of gestalt format1on. ‘There are;

: reasons why that part;cular gestalt formatxon takes \

place, such that 1f anyth;ng essent1a1 is m1351ng from

the process, we wrll fa11 to see that the eesthetlc

e object has that certa;n aesthet1c feature. we do not

) \s*

hesxtate to say thw% the color-bllnd man sees grey when ‘

he. 1ooks at green because there 1s somethlng wrong wzth

1

Q:r perceptual proces"‘f;We need have no more hes;tat1on

1n say;ng that a man who sees de11cacy as 1ns1p1d1ty has

: someth;ng wrong thh h1s processes qf percept1on as well.

‘ Adm;ttedly, 1t may not be as easy to po;nt out just what

is wrong.? Unllke the case'of color-bllndness, whlch
results from an easily:p1nhpoznted physlcal dlsabllltY, 

aesthetlc bllndness may relet from a defzcrency'o V}f'fe‘ f.rn
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‘featurvs and to. agree thh others who meet thoSe samc

‘

;condxtxons that 1t has those features.' Furthermore, the;‘

f'account ‘of perceptxon offered in the preV1ous chapters

.',~

‘ampl1f1es Slbley's account of obJect1V1ty by tell:ng us Wﬂ

where to 1ook to determxne how the perce1ver arr;ves at

the cond1t1on necessary to the percept1on ofﬁaesthet1c

features.‘ When we rea&xze that 1nsperce1v1ng an aesthetlcr'

feature we are or *gestalt,vwe\know that .

the cond1t1on5‘we seeklto explaxn 11e 1n-the process of

gestalt format1on and can be explaxnediln‘terms of the

nfluences on that process” bf course, Slbley would not

wish to malntazn th; s:.mply know:mg t‘he cond:.tlons for

would enable anyone to per eive

aesthetlc percept;o

aesthet "features.; But surely 1t 1s clear‘by‘now that

: - 5 : v
mher.' What he and I

wh;ch, when'met, assure our belng able to see. aesthet1c~v

nables us. fb claxm ob3ect1v1ty for aesthetlc f
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about what we percexved. Suredy, as I have already said,

th1s amounts to our be1ng able to be obJectxve.

But someone 1s bound to obJect here that even 1f

we are able to say ‘that we are correct or mlstaken, -any .

\ contrxbutlon made by the percelver ‘to aesthetlc perceptxon

\

Eenders 1t subJectxve.q To th&t,al can only shrug my )
shoulders and agree.v T must confess, however, that 1

am not much afrald of such subject1v1ty. »Whlch, c6n;
sxder1ng that this account applles not Just to aesthetlc

percept1on, but to all percept1on, is: probably Just as"'

well.

°
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