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One of “the perennial problems lnwgggghgtlcs*concerns-th fEEmGla-»

' ,ﬁrﬂ_,~_-—~*—~—*”””’_“'~“’_
~__M__,_ﬁ,—-tre-nfoffan acceptable definition of "art".‘ George chkle s proposed def-

/“

"- ilnltlon, found 1n ‘various artlcles and in his book Art and the Aesthetlc

-

 AnC Instltutional Ana1y51s, adds A new dlmen51on to the problem.' D1ck1e

suggests that “art" must be‘deflned in terms of a relatlon that ex1sts

v\v

- rtworfds‘ Thls proposal lS a dramatlc break

1-_from traditlon, and can be’ understood as a consequence of the’ attacks on

- *h.trad1t10nal aesthetics by some of | the followers of Wlttgensteln
‘ The f1rst chapter of the. the11s examlnes the phllOSOphlcal back-.

'ground to the 1nstitut10na1 theory:

f art, wh11e the - second is an exp051-

'tlon of ‘the actual theory. . Chapters three through f1ve constltute a-cri- .

t1ca1 examlnatlon of . the theory The ‘sixth chapter argues that ‘an lmpro—;

. per understandlng of modern art led chkle to’ férmulate the theory R
Ce e Chapter seven will deal w1th p0551ble rev151ons and the overall import-

ance of ‘the theory.

o i A series’ of - abbrev1at10ns for Journal titles are used in the foot-.
'notes. They are as. follows ) - SR 5\*“ . ,
e T T o
o Amerlcan PhllOSOpthal Quarterly o ) APQ © - w\f~\\\\g\;\
- Analysis . - - Anal ' R
-Australian Journal of Phllosophy R _AJP v
British Journal of Aesthetlcs e BJA .
Journal of Aesthetlcs and Art’ Cr1t1c1sm : “ JAAC
, “ Journal of Aesthetic" Educat1on PR . ' JAE .
2 Journal of Chinese Phllosophy s Jepl
ﬂ;? .+ Journal of Phllosophy - Jp:
L Philosophia ‘L T C Phil
k . Philosophical Forum = . = -+ . PF
cy - . Philosophical Review N PR
e R Southern Journal ‘of Phllosophy R T ) 2 T
Southwestern Journal of Phllosophy . SWIp - s
Theoria. . P R LR .~ Theo
'ThevPerson-::lllst'6 * PRI o ' Pers
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- L . CHAPTER ONE = .+ N
Y| OPEN CONCEPTS AND THE ESSENTIALIST ASSUMPTION o
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. N
! . B ’ . ’ i \\

N

Aesthetics like phllosophy in general has a tradition that can

" be traced back to classical Gre@ce. From the time of Plato,jthe;mil

‘been attempts to answer the queétlon "What is art?". More. 2 I :
the questlon has been con51dered in a- dlfferent form. InsteaJ’SF ad—

s . !
: d essing—the: questlon "What is art?“, much of twentleth century aesthe—

U ‘tics . concerns the question "What are the necessary and sufficient con-
dltlons for the appllcatlon of the concept MartMon, Thls restructured

question reflects the gene, l acceptance of the claim that language is,

essential'wlthﬂregard - to philo hical questions. With the focal pQ@nt

becoming one%of langﬁagé methodolog' al assumpttOns that have rarely L ‘ /

been the subJect of controversy are now 1ng questloned

In partlcular, what has been called the essentialist assum

}has,become the center of dispute. Thls_assumptl n i early manifest

or when we speak of 'works of art" we gibber. .
veryore speaks of "art", makxng a mental c13531f1cat10n ; '
by which he dlst1n§u1shes the class ”works of .art® '
all.other classes. :

given class, for example art obJects,_have some common feature WhLCh
'unltes them as members of the class. However, the assumption in olves
N

more than the clalm that the obJects have some commoanéature. Bell

makes this clear."zj S S d
’ . What is the quallty common and peculiar to all members of
‘this class? Whatever it be, no doubt it is often found in
“company with other qualltles but they are adventitious--
, it is essential.. There must be some one quality without:
o ‘ which a work of art cannot exist; possessing which’ in the
' least . -degree; no work is altogether. worthless.2

LR

i’;‘;{
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Two points concerning the essentialist assumption are made here. First,

--it-is an eszéntla}, not accidental, characteristic that the members of

the class share. ‘Second, any ‘object which has this characteristit‘is‘a
member of the class. Possession of such a characteristic 'is, therefore,

both a necessary and sufficient condition for membership in the class.

The question, "What are the necessary and sufficient conditions.for the

‘applicatlon of the concept of ”art””” cleariy'reflects the essentialist

assumptlon. ““However, both the questlon and lts\underlylng assumption _are

* satisfactory . answer to- the questlon can be found One individual who

—the subject. of = a dlspute in aestnet1CS.

The obJectlon is that thlS formulatlon of the questlon 11m1ts the
range of answers 1n a way that the tradltlonal formulation does not.

Thls.llmltation, accordlng to some precludes the p0551b111ty that a

o

forwards this obJectlon is W1111am Kennick.

The assumption that despite their differences, all works of
art must possess some common nature some distinctive set-

of characteristics Wthh serves to separate Art from every-
thlng ‘else, a set of necessary and sufficient conditions
“for their being works of art at-all, is both natural and
“disquieting, and constltutes what I consider to be the first
i take on, which tradltlonal aesthetlcs rests.

Kennlck's p081tlon is that the acceptance of the essentialis mption—

constitutes a serious error on the part of phllosophers. The assnmotion
does not help to eluc1date and\solve the: problem of deflnlng art, but’ .
rather leaves the probleﬁ more ébmpllcated as well as leadlng ‘to restric-
tions on the range of pOSSlble answers to . the questlon.

The reJection of the essentxallst assumptlon and" traditlonal

—

vmethodology by Kennlck‘ and others can be seen as a consequence of the

influence of Wlttgensteln. In partlcular, Wlttgensteln s famlly resem-

‘blance thesis has led to the break from tradltlon in aesthetlcs. Wltt—
. gensteln ‘suggests that not all concepts can: bé analysed in terms of

necessary and suff1c1ent COﬂdlthﬂS, and he 1llu trates thls contentlon

N
\

by means of. a discussiom of ”game" ' SN

ConSLder ‘for example the proceedlngs that we\hall ”games”‘
I mean Board-games, card- -games, ball-games, Olymplc games,
and so on. What is common to them all?--Don't say: : "There
_must be sometthg common or they would not be cabled ”games”



»
--but look and See whether there is anything common to all.
--For if you 1ooK ‘at them you will not see something common
to all, but similarities, relationships, and a whole series
of them at that. To repeat don't think, but look!--Lock
for example at -board-games, with their multifarious rela-
tionships. . Now pass to card-games; here you find many cor-
, respondences with the first group, but many common features
S . drop out, and others appear....And the result of this exam-
‘ ination is: we see a complicated network of similarities
. overlapping and criss‘cr0551ng sometimes overall 51m11ar1—
ties, sometimes slmilarities of detail.®

.v At least two important claims are involved ‘here. First, it has simply
beenﬁas;umed that’afl*members*of“any given”elass»haveran essential char-.
acteristic. Second, if one’ observe the’way some concepts function, for
example, game one can see that notihll concepts‘behaveim\aecordanceWith

' the essentlarlst assumption. Perhaps the dispute between Wlttgensteln
and the essentlalxst can best be understood in terms of metaphors. Both
Wittgenstein and the ‘esséntialist can be seen as V}ew1ng concepts as
analogous to'r-opest5 The‘essentiaiist claims that each rope has one
tommon strand. which runs the rope's entire length; There‘may be various
“strands which are present 1n only part of the rope, but one strand must
run throughout. Th1s common strand is the essent1a1 common property,"
whlle all other strands are acc1denta1 propertles. On the other hand

f‘“‘****——HlEigsﬂfffiE‘f understandlng of concepﬁs allows that spme ropes are com-

' posed of overlapplné fibres, with n% fibre, or strand, runnlng the_rope s

total length. Thus, there is no essential tommon prdperty. . WittgenA

stein suggests an alternative way of characterizing his view.

I can think of no better expression to characterlze these
_similarities than "family resemblances”, for the various
resemblances between members of a family: build, features,
color of eyes, gait, temperament, etc. etc. overlap.and
criss-cross in the same way.--And L shall say: "games”'form
a famlly. - ' :

v

In-llght ‘of such a characterlzatlon, the ba51s for ObJECthnS to the

essentlalist assumption. becomes clear._

A

The formulatlon of the questlon concerning the nature of art in
\\};' terms of necessary and suff1c1ent conditions precludes the p0551b111ty

f understandlng ”art" in a way that is analogous w1th Wlttgensteln s

accdo nt of "games!''; and- it is precisely this analogy which Kennick, and
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others, wish to pursue. o

Despite the temptation to think that if we look long enough
and hard enough, at works of art we shall find the common
denominator in: ‘question, after all ‘the fruitless dcrutlniz—
ing that has alrtady been done, it is still more tempting
to think that we.,are looking for gsomething that is not
there, like looking for the equator or ﬂge line on the
spectrum that separateés orange from red.

One can see why Kennick considers the acceptance of the essentialist as-
sumption to be a mistake.  The "logic" of the concept is not open to
analysis‘in’terms of necé&ssary and‘aufficientvcanditions.

Moris. Weita'is even'more exolia&t in his acceptance of the claim

B tha Ehe“toncept~o£~war1_%should be understood in a way that is anado-

gous to ”game” - ‘ . ““‘*"“--«f~__~“~\__~““_*

i' ‘ The problem of’ the nature of art is like that of the nature '
of games, at least-in these respects: If we actually leok
and - see what it is that we call ”a}t” we find no common’
propertles--only strands of 51m11ar1t1es. Knowing what art
is 'is not apprehending some manlfest or latent essence but
being able to recognize, describe and explain those things -
we call "art" in virtue of these 51m11ar1t1es.8 :

The opponents of traditional aesthetics and the essentlallst assumptlon
. argue for an analysis of '"art'" as an ''open concept”, such concepts being
‘those which 1nVOlve family resemblances and 51m11ar1t1es rather than con-
cepts which are "closed” by\essentlal characterlstlcs”
| Three con51derat10ns, or arguments are forwarded by Weltz to
support his claim that art is-an open concept. The first of these'ls
‘51mply an observatlon of a hlstorlcal nature; no closed toncept anaiysis

"has been successfully formulated. )

“Is aesthetic’ ‘theory, in the sense of a E;GE\HETTanienaor

. set -of necessary properties of art, possible? If nothing ' e
" else does, the history of .aesthetics itself should give one

enormous pause here. For, in spite of ‘the many. theories,

we seem no nearer our goal today that we were ;in Plato’ s time.

uWeitz'reflects,a»sent1ment that is also‘preaent in Kennlck. -Desplte all
the effort, success doea, not‘v appear near. ‘Given.that the problem of -
defining art has been‘considered for over”two thousand years open con--
cept theorists contend the fallure of phllosophy tq provide a satlsfac—

tory deflnltlon in terms of .a closed conceptopensthe p0551b111ty ﬁhat

<ol e

4] [v)



there is no such definition forthcoming. This consideration qlone is
far from~conclusive,‘but Weltz offers two other arguments to support his
clafm. _

Weitz claims that art-making is a creative activity, and that a
closed copcept would limit the creative potential of artists,

What I am arguing, then, is that the very expansive, \
adventurous character of art, fts ever- -present changes
and novel creations, makes it logicalli impossible to
ensure any set of defining properties.

Artists are always experimenting, and broadening the horizons of art -

~making. According to Weitz, if artwere a closed concept, then when the

time came when artists were producing objects that lacked the essential
characteristic or characteristics, of art, then these objects could not

be classified as art. _For example, if being an imitation of somethlng

\h”‘““Tn“the\uorlQ\were a necessary condition for somethlng s being a work of

vvly changing.

art, it would follow that when an artist produced an object that was not

imitative, it would not be art.11

Weitz offers another argﬂment to support his~ clalm that art is an

open concept. This argument concerns the membershrp Ln.the class of art
objects. -
"Art", itself, is an open concept. New conditions (cases)
‘have constantly arlsen and will undoubtedly constantly arise;
new art forms, new movements will emerge, which demand dec1—*
sions on the part of those interested, usually profe551ona1

12 . .
crltlcs, as to Whether the concept should be extended or not.

'Today s class of art objects includes members which range from the palnt-_

|
ings and sculptures of antiquity to the conceptual art of the twentleth

century.13 Weitz maintains that it is unreasonable to search for an es-
sential nature “in such a group, particnlarly since the group is constant-

The argumgnts’are designedbto'demonstrate that any account of art
in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions must be inadequate. ‘They
also serve as evidence that "art" must be understood as an open concept.’
Closed concepts determine class membership solely on the grounds of the
essentlal'characterlstlc, or characteristics. ‘Membership in a class, on
an open conceptnmodel, is determined by means of 'criteria of recogni-

a
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tion'", These criteria are a list of Important features which arve shared

’
by members of the class. No one feature is common to all members. and
£ ]

different members share different featares. I{ an object possesses a

" 4 : . .
sufficient quantity of these characteristics, then it {s admitted as o

member of the class. Such an account allows sulficient conditions for

et , . L4
class membership, but not necessary conditions.

Weltz's arguments against traditional aesthetics do not provide
B 8 p

any basis for criticism of an open concept analysis of art. Open con-

cepts do ndt, for example, limit the potential of artists for creatlvity

in aft-making. There is no feature that an object must pos€ess for it to

be art. All that is required is that the object share important charac-

teristics with recognized art works. This scems to characterize the phe-

nomena as theyactually exist in the artworld. Ih addition, the fact that

the class of art objects is diverse and constantly changing 1s accounted

for in terms of different sets of similarities being emphasized. Weitz's

FE

account ofwgrtlin terms .of an open concept seems to avoid the criticism

1)
he brings to bear against traditional aesthetics, as well as accounting

for the actual activity involved in art-making.

There have been attempts to undercut Weitz's arguments, and the

conclusion the arguments are designed to support. One such attempte®is

by William Bywater. With respect to the argument claiming that no closed

concept analysis has been found, Bywater asserts the following:

If FAS [fruitless search argument] is an empirical claim,
it' is a very easy argument to refute. In fact, it appears
to be a‘variant of the informal fallacy often called argu-
mentum ad ignorartian. Just as we cannot say Jones is a

scoundrel from the fact that we have heard nothing good”

about Jopes, so we cannot say there is no feature (or set
of “them) common to all works of art simply because no one
has discovered it (6r them).l>

Bywater goes on to examine whether the argument can be understood in a

way which puts it in a more positive light. His answer is a qualified

no.

L]

L .
Whereas it looks as if Kennick and Weitz believe that they
have singled out a fact--a netitral fact whose significance
everyone would have to accept--when they.attack..a tradition-

.al theorist like Parker with this fact, its“force suddenly

fades. The most one can claim is that this fact softens up



the reader so that he W1ll be more W1lllng to accept the . TN
Weitz/KenRick v1ew but still, the reader will find the. ' '
fact of no consequence unless he ig already pred1sposed to-. -

vwards the. p051t10n Weltz and Kennick represent oo L
o ‘

The ba51c cr1t1c1sm that - Bywater is dlrectlng towards both Weitz and

Kennlck 1s that any attempt to conclude from the fallure of aesthetlcs‘l
a‘;; Jtol prov1de a closed deflnltlon that no sudh deflnltlon ex15ts is 51mply

~to beg the questlon. .

.l
N3

S '}i, Important cr1t1c1sm of We1tz s’ arguments i also found in. the work

~

- of Maurlce Mandelbaum. Mandelbaum exp11c1tly addresses the clalm that a
closed concept analys1s would interfere w1th artlstlc creativ1ty.

: Unfortunately, Professor We1tz falls to offer any cogent ar-'d'vl
-gument in substantlatlon of this claim.. Ihe lacuna in ‘his
dlscus51on is ‘to be found in the fact ‘that the: quest1on of
whether a- partlcular concept is open or closed (i. e, whether
a-set of necessary and . suff1c1ent condltlons can. be” offered _

o for” 1ts use?) is-not 1dent1cal w1th the questlon of whether-f*'
future 1nstance‘ & which the very ‘same’ concept is .applied ~
S n; may.or may ‘nNot . possesy. genu1ne1y novel propertles., In other
e @ofds Professor Weltz'has not ‘shown" that ‘every.: novelty incos
| the 'instances  to whlch we“agply a term- 1nvolves a stretchlng
of the term s connotatlon.‘ » Y =

'fitl‘iv Mandelbaum 1llustrates hls clalm that Weltz has falled to: offer any real

d argument for h1s conclu51on w1th a dlSCUSSlon of a deflnltlon of art K

°

b'h that ex1sted before the development of the camera.

For example lf the concept Ma’ work of art" had been care~'
fully deflned prlor to the 1nvent10n of’ cameras is there , ‘
sany reason. to supposé ‘that such ‘4 definitidn would have "~ Sl L
Ll ‘proved! an obstacle to viewing photography or the movies as ')

R L constitutlng new-art forms? " To be: sure,\one can’ 1mag1ne
SRR . definitions ‘which might. have done so. . However ' #f¢was not-
R R S Professor Weitz's aim- to “show ‘that one or..another- deflnl-'
4L tion of art had been a ‘poor deflnltlon, ‘he ‘wished to estab-

CL ' lish ‘the general the51s that-there was -a necessary 1neompat—'>
iblllty,_which he " denoted as- a 10g1ca1 1mp0531b111ty, bee "

. - tween: allowing “for novelty and ‘creativity. in the arts and"

axTe l;' . stating the deflnlng propertles of a work of. art :

4a1We1tz has falled to offer adequate support for the c1a1m that there 1s a
‘\js~loglcal incompatlblllty between a closed concept and creat1v1ty. He‘m'_
viclalms such incompatlbillty exlsts but he argues for th1s clalm only by
ﬁc1t1ng examples.. Mandelbaum p01nts out that th1s1s insuff1c1ents1nce such 'f*
7;examples can only establlsh that the} 1ncompat1b111ty SOmetlmes ex1sts ‘



-tnot that the 1ncompat1b111ty is 1og1cally necessary. Thus 1t 1s an open
'iquestlon whether’ an adequate account of ‘art, “one - ‘that allows for creativ- Q
‘ 1ty, can be- formulated 1n terms of necessary and sufficient condltlons..

' “The. 1mportance of Mandelbaum s’ dlscu551on is manlfest in his: exam—“
lnatlon of the groundwork to We1tz s p081t10n. Mandelbaum‘expllcltly_v
l‘addresses Wlttgensteln .the. famlly resemblance the51s and'the efamplef“
of ”games” g Wlth respect to the/famlly resemblance the51s Mandelbaum _.

, den1es that it prov1des an’ adequate analy31s of éommon nouns.j He con-

P

d,51ders Wlttgensteln s example of ”games” The contentlon 1s that ifvoneiy'

”looks and sees“; ‘as Wittgensteln suggests ~orfe w1ll conclude forexample,
that . tel 1ng fortunes is a ‘game. because of 1ts apparent 31mllar1ty ‘to
‘solltalre.,_Slmllar con51deratlons apply w1’h respect to wrestllng and

"street flghtlng.lg The conclus1on reached is that. 51mp1y to»"look\and

fsee" is.. not adequate. Someth1ng more is fequlred..,;'” "f‘ i : ;\Q

’W1ttgenste1n however falled to make explicit the fact that

_ . -ithe literal, root notion of ‘a’fa ily resemblance lncludes‘ AP

,_*';1_ .this genetlc connectlon no. less han it 1nc1udes the ex1s—biﬁ?

0 ‘tence'of: notlceable phy51ognom1¢ semblances.: ‘Had the i

: . “ex15tence -0f 'such a two- fold: cqlteklon been mad ’exp11c1t :

"'-7~::;to hlm, ‘he. would have" noted ‘that there is in_fact an attrl—' - /e

' "]bute common to alltwho bear 'a fam1 y resemblance to each - R
other.,they are’ related through a ﬁommon ancestry 20 'ﬂj_" fcflf’

.Wlttgensteln s dlscu581on of the famlly resemblance the51s is 1nadequate
;beCause 1t concentrates solely on the notlon of resemblance whlle rgnor-:
~ing that- of famlly., Concentratlon on the notlon ‘of famlly allows one to. -
'hdlstlngulsh between playlng solltalre and telllng fortunes and to recog—:
‘vnlze that one 1s a game. whlle the other is’ not. The 1mportance of the
vfamlly not1on is not ev1dent .in the famlly resemblance the51s because of
lettgensteln s clalm that one need only "look and see” ,
Wlth the 1mportance of the notlon qf famlly in’ mlnd Mandelbaum glb

' : §
.discusses the p0551b111ty ofdeflnlng ”game”‘u He’ concurs w1th Wlttgensteln

”a.that 1f orne’, 51mp1y "looks and sees”_one w111 fall to f1nd anythlng but

331m11ar1t1es‘7 However ‘a deflnltion may 1nvolve more than phy51cal Te-
semblances.fT‘ ‘ T ; 3 5 L [ v; _

o In the case of games, the analogue to genetlc tles mlght bei
the purpose for the sake of which varlous‘games were formul-. ,
ated by those who 1nvented or modlfled them e, 2., the poten—_‘



t1a11ty of a game to be of absorblng non- practlcal 1nterest
to elther part1c1pants or spectators o

\

Such a p0351b111ty has consequences for the p051tlon advocated by Weltz.
If 1t is p0551b1e to offer an account of ”games” fh terms of such non-
«exhlblted propertles then thls p0551b111ty may ex1st for ”art””' Mandel-

baum makes this polnt._‘- ‘ o ’ ‘ )

j\~ ‘f'»For example ‘art has sometlmes been characterlzed as belng
one  special’ form .of communlcatlon or.-of express1on,‘or as
gjbelng a special\form of w1sh fulflllment ‘or as beinga
presentatlon of truth 1n sensuous form.: Such theorles do
" ‘not assume. ‘that in each poem, palntmng play,. and sona a,‘f
there 'is a specific 1ngred1ent whlch 1dent1fie§\1t as:
" work of art;. rather, that which is’ held to be common- to
vthese otherw1se dlverse objects isra relatlonshlp whlcu‘is:"
 assumed- to ‘have exlstedy oris: known ‘to. have. -existed, ybe—'
»tween certaln of ‘their characterlstlcs and the” act1v1 les:
and. - the: 1ntentlons of those who made them 22 :

B

ﬁThls opens the p0551b111ty that a closed concept analy31s of art ‘may - be

i
i.formulated in; terms of qualltles that orie" cannot flnd by ”Lépklng and

L e

seelng”i;7V'J a v";' x-‘¢ﬂ, e - :‘-"-“ﬂ»~ f: hv_ gul‘yv_'ﬁ

’ As a result of the Mandelbaum discu551on three dlstlnctlons are'ﬁ

_lmportant.‘ The flrst of these is between exh1b1ted propertles and non—hf?

exhlblted propertles.. Mandelbaum makes thls dlstlnctlon 1n hls dlSCUS—-

.I51on of the resemblance notlon and the genetlc notlon. The resemblance7)

‘«Zdnotlon concerns only exhlblted propertles. Such propertles are oﬂes that
_can be recognlzed purely on the bas1s of perceptlon “"Redness“'ls an":'A

-iexample of thls type of propertyrb In order to determlne if an obJect 1s:

' red ‘all one needs to do 1s_"look and see"whetherthe obJecthas thlsproper—h{
;ty.?j Non—exhlblted propertles are such that they cannot be recognlzed »
solely on a perceptual ba51s. An example of such a property is that of
“;belng a’ brother. In order to determlne 1f someone is. another: person“s;_d

'5hbrother one mpst have knowledge of a person s or1g1ns of certalnv”geneefb

t1c” connectlons the ind1v1dual has. One cannot solely by perceptlon,

fdetermine if the condltlons of- belng a’ brother are met in any particular ;
xmcase.\xvpx.@y ‘;21' > »d : : .1o : | | ’, ,.

B - Ihe second dlstlnctlon 1s between relatlonal propertles and non-;?

“relattonal propertles. Consrderk”Jones has blue eyes”,and ”Jones 1s a.

j:'phllosophy student" ‘ Both of - these statements attrlbute a property to!

'.4.



10
Jones. The former,'a non relatlonal property, 1s a property ‘that can ben
recognlzed upon an: 1mmed1ate examlnatlon of" Jones. - Non- relatlonal pro-.f’
vpertles are propertles that dos not depend upon anythlng other ‘than the-, ,
1nd1v1dual or object,- to Wthh they are attrlbuted The latter example,j
a relatlonal property, is not a property that can be understood without '
reference to thlngs other than ‘the 1nd1v1dual to whlch the property 1s
';attrlbu{ed. ‘A complete expllcatlon of rel@tlonal propertles requlres,
lthat one understand certaln relat1ons that ex1st between the ent1t1es ‘
'whlch possess them and the world..:‘M' f.fbf ,><‘ ‘-_ﬂ D; g /,7 v'
_The thlrd dlstlnctlon is between brute propertles and 1nst1tutlon—t

e 24
al propertles.,- Con51der ”Jones is. a man” and‘”Jones is marrled” . ‘The

B vflrst statement 1nd1cates a brute property, whlle the second 1nd1catesn’

3‘an 1nst1tut10nal property.# The reason that the flrst’rndlcates a brute
"property is that lt 1nvolves 51mply a statement about‘the world lndepenf
Jdent of any soc1ety f If Jones had lrvedrten thousand years ago he‘

B would stlll have possessed the characte;lstlc of be1ng a man. However
‘fthe second statement is not of: such a nature., Whlle Jones may be marrled
“7today, the truth of such a clalm depends on the soc1ety in whlch Jones "d'

,fllves.: Our concept of marrlage has certaln restralnts and condltlons

',:placed ‘on 1t by our rellglous and legal 1nst1tut10ns., If these 1nst1tu-:"

M

",tlons dld not ex1st then the concept of marrlage that we have could not.'

'”QIf Jones had 11ved ten thousand years ago,.and marrlage w1th Lts relevani//

1nst1tutlons ‘had not yet evolved then Jones could not. possess the pro<../ -

perty of belng marrled ‘ It would be false, .or meanlngless to say that,ﬂ'

,Jones 1s marrled. >,q S SR ',.,‘__ .

'It 1s clear from the examples that the dlstlnctlons overlap lﬂ

4;ﬁmany 1nstances.. ThlS 1s a consequence of the fact that they ‘are 51mplya“
.‘dlfferent ways of character1z1ng facts._ Belng a. brOther, for example, '

: 26

wa$" presented ‘as an example of a ‘non- exh1b1ted property. : It 1salso a

g relatlonal property and a’ brute property., leen thls 51tuatlon tit ;s._f=ff

useful to examlne the felatlonshlps between these dlstlnctlons. Since;fﬁ

: 27
-there are three dlstlnctlons there are elght p0351ble comb1uat1ons..

Thls suggests that there are eight dlfferent classes of facts to be re—;

‘vwlcognized However, some of the comblnatlons‘are such that no fact can '

C", .



B :class._

:be c1a551f1ed 1n such a manner-uf A“[;. . a-rﬂ o e

'” also be
ftence of relatlons between 1nd1v1dua_
’}not exhl
VTpropertles. ThlS ellmlnates & third P0551b1e
:,any membershlp.z_9 No propercy Can ‘be both non -exh

'tlonal.h If a property is non-exhlbltEd then 1t cannot

;be characterlzed as non relaglonal Slnce non- relat10nal propertles

. ooou
! .
Inst1tut10na1 propert;es are. ones that can only be understood w1th

_reference to soc1ety., Thls entalls that all 1nst1tut10nal propertles

<

must be " understood as, belng felatlonal in nature. Certaln relatlons mus t.

'fhold between the 1nd1v1dua1 to whom the property is attrlbuted and- soc1ety,
(g'and p0551b1y between 1nd1v1duals in llght of soc1ety 8. 1nst1tut10ns..

-“Therefore, apy comblnatlon of the dlstlnctlons that concerns 1nst1tut10n-f:1
h al: propert1es and ‘non- relatlanal propertles must result in a tlass in.
thlch no facts exlst' Thls ellmlnates the poss1b111ty two classes

L [ N ‘
contalnlng members. T In addltlon, an. understandlng of 1nstltutlonal

propertles denles the poselbylity that any 1nst1tut10na1 propertles can’

xhlhlted propertles,_ Instltutlonal propertles 1nvolve the ex1s-”j'

and soc1ety. Such relatlons are

'ted.f Therefore 11 lnstltutlhnal propertles are non exhlblted g

_1ass of facts from hav1ng
"lted and non rela-f

be understood

:'w1thout reference to the- world - This engalls that such a pro frty“can"

ﬁv”be characterlzed w1thout reference to the world., A fourth class of" \$*§;

f‘facts,‘which has not yet bEen 611mlnated is now-seen to,be.an.emptyf.ff

There are fOur posslble Comblnatlons of the dlstlnctlons whlch re-

Uzisult 1n classes of facts that have members. Exhlblted relatlonal brute

propertles ex1st.p~Such propertles can be percelved 1nvolve relatlons,,

’and can be understood 1ndependent Of any soc1ety., An example of such a
:property 1s'”he1ng to the left oM. Fropertles whlch are non exhlblted
fhrelatlonal and brute also exlst-f A PrOperty hav1ng such a nature 1nvolves

‘lrelatlons, belng a’ property that\\pe Cannot see, and ex1sts W1thout de-...
) :

pendance on soc1ety. "Belng a brother” is a property of thls nature.vh

'Y"Belng married” 1s a- non exhlblted relatlonal 1nstitut10na1 property.'

:hBelng marr1ed<1nvolves\re1atlons.v One cannot. “look and see" whether
.‘,any 1nd1v1dual ls marrled and Inarrlage requlres the ex1stence of

certarn socretaL.lnstltutlons-'fExhlblted ‘non—relatlonal,;.bruteigv._’

a



Upropertles also exﬂgt.- "Being red” is- such a property - It can be seen,

S 31
‘and does not 1nvolve any soc1ety, or. relatlons to -the world.a

leen these” dlStlﬂCtlonS a concrete response to the WEltZ/Kennle'
"arguments can- be formulated Thelr arguments that c1a1m to demonstrate-‘
that art must be an open concept ‘may have force if one. views the attempts
at closed deflnitlons in terms of non relatlonal propertles exhlblted
4propert1es and brute propertles. However as Mandelbaum suggests, the
fp0551b111ty of def1n1ng art in terms of non-exhlblted relational and
1nst1tutiona1 propertles ex1sts. Therefore, the Weitz arguments fall
‘because not all of the p0551b111t1es have been con51dered. qu sltuat1on'
 .1s a standoff. Advocates of . the open concept ana1y51s of art have falled

to prov1de arguments that demonstrate that art must be an open concept.

:vProponents of the closed concept analysxs of art have falled to forward‘

o an adequate analySLS of art 1n terms of necessary and suff1c1ent condl-

"tlons, Nelther 51de ls: za p051t10n to refute its ‘opponent's v1ew

'f.nor/to~g;ve an adequate‘ efense of 1ts own..
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1. . Clive Bell, . MArt As Significant'Form”, reprlnt od%thesthetics:“
el T AT Crltlcal Anthology, eds. George Dickie awd.Richard Sclafani

(New York: St._Martln s Press 1977) p.37.1

~’2.;ﬂ,-'1b1d;, p.38.

- 3. W1111am Kennick, '"Does Trad1tiona1 Aesthetics Rest On A Mlstake7”
"reprlnted in Contemporary Studies In Aesthetics, ed. Franc1s B
Coleman (New York: McGraw H111 1968), p.413. R
iy i Ludw1g Wlttgensteln, Phllosophlcal Investlgatlons trans.Aby

" G!E.M. Anscombe .(New ‘York: The Machllan Company, 1953), p.31
(paragraph 66) , A ®

.:5.v 'vaLttgensteln dlscusses ‘this- metaphor.' Sée‘igig,;'pl32 (paragraph.
67). . . . = R .. L
.,'6;:':_ Ibld., P- 32 (paragraph 67) “'fiA{'n) : K ,p. - ;p
'“,7.uh W1111am Kennlck, op .cit., p- 414, - ‘h : g"'_‘ a'v'f-“.‘ ‘f
8;7 : Morr;s Weitz, "The ‘Role of Theoryvin Aesthetics"i>repr1nted51n

' i»CdntemporarnytudieshIn Aesthetics, op c1t., p 89.

9. Ibld., p.84.

P

L10. Ibld., p- 90 e ]

“11. A version of ‘the imitation theory is. used in thls example Theor-'
L f ;' ies such as Formallsm and Expre551onlsm function analogously

12.. Morrls Weltz “op. c1t., P. 90 »gl."_ : g
:"413-"» For a discu551on of unusual twentleth century art see. Rlchard-

Sclafan1 s "What- Kind of Nonsense is ThlsV" - JAAC, volume 33,
number 4 Summer 1975 : " :

4. - It has been argued that the open concepc approach eventually leads

S to the conclusion that there should be only one common noun.
“See- Robert Rlchman s "Somethlng Common"; - JP, volume 59, num-
ber 26., Such critlclsm will not be con51dered here.

@

T S S RERRE L
S
S 1



15.:

16

2. -

25,

2%

27.

29.

30.

14
William Bywater,'”Who s in the Warehouse Now?', JAAC, volume 30,
number 4 P. 520 7. j' N o '
. Ibid., p.520. A
Maurice- Mandelbaum, "Family Resemblances And Generallzatlon Con-

.concerning The Arts“,_repflnﬁed in Aesthetics: A Critical
Anthology, op.cit.y p 511. CA -~

Tbid., p.511. - -

jBotb of ghese examples are Mandelbaum's.'

Maurice Mandelbaum, op.cit., p.503.

‘i Ibid., p.504.

Ibid., p.506.

‘The issue may be more complicated, glven certain concerns in phlloe
-sophy of perceptlon but -such compllcatlons need not be con31d-
ered here.' RN : : :

“G.E.M. Anscombe makes this dlsglnctlon in terms of facts rather-
than ropertles. See . "On Brute Facts", Anal ‘volume 18, num-

ber 3 (195 )

’/

o

A SLmilar analys;s could be given "Jones kllled Smlth" and "Jones

‘murdered Smlth" Killing concerns brute facts, while murder-.
ing concerns 1nst1tut10nal facts; murder evolved with certain
soc1al 1nstitut10ns those of the legal system and the moral code.

The meanlng of ”brother” referred ‘to is that of ”male offspring
“with the same biological parents'. . Other meanlngs of Ubrother"
. may ;nvolve institutions. - One example ‘of this concerns the
:practice'of adoption. : ’ : ' ' :

The number of p0351ble comb1nat10ns is 2 , where n represents the
: number of ’ d1st1nct10ns. o | P ' B
‘The classes thls eliminates\is exhibited, non- relatlonal 1nst1tu—

‘tidnal properties. and non- exhlblted non relatlonal 1nst1tu-
t10na1 propertles. : : :
. The class that is ellmlnated 18 exhlblted, relatlonal; lnstltu- :
" tional propertles. ; e '
o ) S

- This eliminates the non-exhibited, non- relatlonal class. Such

"t~, consideration would also ellmlnate a ¢lass which is already
eliminated, non- exhlblted ‘non- relational 1nst1tutlonal pro-
pertles. : L
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31. To' summarize the discussion ‘there are eight possible combina-
tions . - '

B Class - . o ' Example
exhibited, relational, brute property ' ‘ to the left of

. exhibited, relatlonal, institutional property --

. non-exhibited, relational, brute property : belng a brother
non-exhibited, ‘relational, institutional property being married

. exhibited, non-relatlonal brute property being red

. exhlblted, non-relational ,, institutional property -

. 'non- exhibited, non- relatlonal, brute property . -

. non-exhibited, non-relational, institutional ; : --

. property

I
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CHAPTER TWO ‘ \
, | THE INSTITUTIONAL THEORY OF ART

/

leen the unresolved nature of the situation in aesthet1cs the
work of Arthur ‘Danto takes on speC1al 51gn1f1cance. Danto s importance
here is largely a functlon of the fact that his work can be perceaved as
‘an- extension of. the work of Mande lbaum.

But telling artworks from other things is not so simple
a matter, even for native speakers, and these days one
"might not be aware he was on artistic terraid wi thout
" an artlstlc theory to tell him so:l

,Danto clalms that one cannot Mlook and see'.in order to determlne member—

"shlp in the ‘class of art objects. Be1ng a work of art cannot be under-

stood as an exhlblted property which obJects possess. ”To,see somethlng'
as art requires somethlng the eye cannat decry--an atmosphere of artlstlc
theory, a knowledge of the hlstory of art: an artworld. 2 On Danto's
analysis; art is understood as 1nvolv1ng a relatlonal property which -is
1nst1tut10nal 1n nature. ~ Such an account av01ds the cr1t1c1sms broughtl
to bear agalnst trad1t10nal aesthetlcs by advocates of the open concept'
theory such as We1tz.

chkle ‘as he h1mse1f acknowledges ‘builds hls\theory on- the in~
sxghts of Mandelbaum and ‘Danto. In addltlon the worh)of the open con-

,cept theorlsts is con51dered slgnlflcant

The tradltlonal attempts to define "art", from the 1m1ta—_'
" tion theory on, may be thought of as Phase I and the. con-
tention. that "art” cannot be defined [Ln terms of necessary .
-and sufficient conditions]" .as Phase II. I want to supply
. Phase III by defining "art' in such a way as to avoid-the’
difficulties of the traditional definitions and .to incor-
porate the 1ns1ghts of the 1ater ana1y51s.

Weltz and -others have prov1ded a service to aesthetlcs through their

cr1t1c1sm. While their criticism fails to establish the. conclusion that"

16
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art is an open concept, it does force advocates of a closed concept analel
‘ysis of art to re-evaluate their position. Responses to Weitz's arguments
"about treat1v1ty and the expandlng nature of the class of .art objects
strongly suggest that there are 11mitat10ns on the. natufe of the propert-
ies relevant to deflnlng art. It is thlS potentlah dlfflculty that '_
Dickie wishes to av01d._ The work of Mandelbaum and Danto provides Dickie.
with the means of aeh1ev1ng thls end.

} Dickie offers three d1fferent ‘accounts -Of art, each successive
account being designed to avoid potentlal problems and clarify the notions.
‘The first acdbunt‘is the following. ”A work of art in the descrlptlve
sense is (1) an artlfact (2) upon which some soc1ety or ‘some sub group
of a society has conferred the status of candidate for apprec1atlon "
“Such an analy51s of art dlffers 51gn1f1cant1y from many-of the tradltlon—

.

-al theorles of art; one cannot ”look and see" whether an object Jis a work g
~of art. D1ck1e offers- a second formulatlon that dlffers from the flrst‘ ’
in two 1mportant ways: "A work of art in the claSSLflcatory sense is |
(1) an artlfact §2) upon whlch some persomn or. persons acting on behalf of
a. certaln soc1al 1nst1tut10n (the artworld) has conferred the status of
candldate for apprec1atlon."s The first way this formulatlon differs

- from the prevxous orie is that it makes exp11c1t reference to acting on _
"behalf of a soc1a1 1nst1tutlon. Thls change is de51gned to allow Dickie
the opportunlty of prov1d1ng an adequate account of the conferral of
status. The hotion of institutions plays a key role 1n this account.
‘Second in- the or1g1na1 formulatlon chkle.ls’concerned.w1th what he

calls the descrlptlve sense of art. The later formulation concerns‘the

o cla551f1catory sense of art. D1ck1e orlglnally contended that there were

‘twolsenses of "work ofrart” the evaluatlve and the descrlptlve, while
“in the second formulatlon he asserts that there are three,,the evalua-
tive, cla351f1catory,,and derlvatlve. D1ck1e s thlrd formulatlon is the
following: ' ' ; -

A work of art in the c13351ficatory sense is. (l) an, artl-.'
fact (2) a set of the aspects of which has had conferred
_upon it the status of candidate for appreciation by some
_person or persons acting on behalf of a certaln social in-
stitution (the artworld)
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The dlfference between this formulation *and the earlier accounts concerns |
what the status is conferred upon. In the earliest'ver51ons, it was the
artifact itself, while in this account it is a "set of the aspects" of

the artifact. This change is designed to.allow chkie to 1ncorpprate an

' account of the aesthetic object into his theory of art.

There are six notions of importance in Dickie's theory. The first
is that of "artifact'". The other five are '"acting on behalf of an ' insti-

tution, "conferring the status", ”being a candidate", ”artworld” and

-"'appreciation". Each of these notlons requires attention in order to

achieve a fuller understandlng of Dickie's account. In this chapter, theno;f
© . . B N C

tions w111 be expllcated.leubsequent chapters will be devoted to crftrf

‘cal examlnatlon.'

The f1rst of these notions requ1res only brlef examlnatlon at pre-:
sent. It is a necessary. condltlon for something' s_being a’ work of art
that it be an artifact. Dickie considers’ this claim to be reLatlvely un-

controversial.
. i

It is now clear that artifactuality is a necessary condition
o (call it the genus) of the primary sense of art. ' This fact,

' however, does not seem very surprising and would not even be
very 1nterest1ng except that Weitz and others have denied it.
Artifactuality alone, however is not the whole story and an-

-.other necessary conditlon (the differentia) has to be speci-
fied in. order to have a satlsfactory deflnltlon of "art".

Thls other necessary condltlon is the second clause of chkle s deflnl-

tion. It- coéntains the other flve notions that are 1mportant and chkle

'devotes much’ Qf hlS exposition to this c}ause and the notlons in it.

‘Dickie d15cu$ses ‘two of these notlons together since he feels that

,they are too closely related to make separate dlscu531ons v1ab1e. These

two,notlons are "conferrlng the status'" and ”actlng ‘on behalf of an in=--
stitution'.. . Much of the dlscusslon comies in the form of examples.

_The most clearcut examples of the conferring of status are
"certain 1ega1 actions of; the state. A king's conferring of
knighthood, a grand jury's indicting someone,. the chairman

, of. the -election board certifying that ‘gsomeone is ‘qualified .

to rin for office, or a minister's. pronounc1ng a’'couple’ man

. and ‘wife are examples in which a person or persons acting
on behalf of a social institution (the state) confer(s) legal
status- on persons. The congress or a legally constltuted
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"commission may ‘confer tlre status of national park. or monu-
‘ment on an area or thing.

Such examples make clear how the notions-of”coeferring"and'bn behalf of
an institution'are to function. The contention is that somethin& analo-
gous happens in the social institution governing art.

Dickie foresees two possible areas of concern with this analogy,
and discusses them immedlately

The examples given suggest that pomp and eere ony are requxred
to establish legal status, but this is not so, although of
course a legal instltutlon is presupposed. For example, in -
some jurisdictions common-law marriage is possible--a legal
status acquired without ceremony. The conferrlng of a Ph.D.
degree on someone by a university, the election of someone

as president of the Rotary, and. thé ‘declaring of an object

as a relic of the church’ are” examples in which a person or :
" persons. confer(s) nonlegal status on persons or things. :

While in many ways the conferred status of knlghthood 1s.different from
the acgivities involviﬁg‘art any dlfferences ‘that exist are non-essen-
tial. - The', notion of conferrlng can play the same role for the institu-
‘tlons of art that it does for those of the state.

Some may feel that the notion of conferrlng status w1th1n
the artworld is exce551vely vague. Certainly this notion
_is not ‘as clear-cut as the conferring of status within the

- legal system, whére procedure and lines of authorlty are
exp11c1tly defined and incorporated into law. - The counter-
parts in the artworld to specified procedures and lines of
authority are nowhere codified, .and the artworld carries on .
its. business at the level of customary practice Still
thefgﬂls ‘a practice and this defines a social i stltutlon.

Responses to two potent1a1 obJectlons are made in these dlscusslons.

Earst D1ck1e denies the clalm that conferrlng can only take place within
a strlctly governed institution. Second, he asserts that the artworld is
in fact a social 1net1tutlon. Dickie explalns what he means by an insti-

tution as follows: .

Among the meanings of "institution' in Webstér's New Colleg-
~iate Dictionary are: “3. That which is Instifuted as:. a. An
established practice, law, custom, etc. b. An established ‘
society or corporation."” When I call the artworld an insti-
tution I am saying it is an establlshed practice. Some per-
sons have thought that an lnstltutlon must be éﬁ established:
society or corporation and, consequently, have misunderstood
my" clalm about. the artworld 11 ] . .

o



Thus, the artworld is a very loosely governed institution. It is thie
institution that provides the focal point for artistic activity, and art
fs produced by an act of conferring by someone on behalt of the instity-
tion,

In keeping with his discussion of a loosely poverned institution,
Dickie provides his accountjofl what constitutes the artworld.

) SN

The core personnel of the artworld is a loosely organized,

but nevertheless related, set of persons including artists

(understood to refer to painters, writers, composers), pro-

ducers, museum directors, museum-goérs, theater-goers, re-

porters for newspapers, critics for publications of all

sorts, art historfans, art theorists, philosophers of art,

and others. These are the people who kecep the machinery

of the artworld working and thereby provide for its contin-

uing existence. In addition, every person who sees himself
as a member of the artworld is thereby a member.

Therefore, almost every member of society is a member of the artworld:
Dickie's.theory of art, as discussed to this*point, can be sumhar—
ized in the following manner: A work of art (in the classificatory sensge)
is an artifact, a ;anmade objegt, that was produced within thevconiexf
of the artworld.13 ’This’object must have had conferred upon it.a certain
status by some person, or persons, who is a member of the group of” in-
dividuals who are éssociated with art. This entails that art is a human
activity that must be understood in a social, or cultural, context.
Two of the notions cited éarlier have yet to be discussed. These
are 'being a candidate' and ”appreéiation”. With respect to "being a.
candidate', Dickie folldws a format that is analogous to much of his prev-’
ious discussion. The example that Dickie relates the discussion to is
being a candidate for election'. There are, according to Dickie, two
iimpgrtaﬁfxsimilarities between ""being a candidate for appfeciation” and
- ''being a.candidate for election'. First, almost anyone can suggest that

a person stand for election. A similar situation exists in the artworly

since-almost anyone can confer the status. Second, and more‘important,
Al : ; N )

Y .

beingxa candidate for election does 'not entail that one will be elected,
justzﬁé being a-candidaté for.appfeciation does not require that the ob-
ject be abpréEiéted{ Dickie considers this to be an essential feature

of his account.



It is 1mportant not td bulld 1nto the deflnltlon of the-;:;
. “cla551flcatofy sense of Mwork of . art" value propertles ‘such -

‘asactual apprec1atlon to do so would make it lmp0531ble _

‘to speak. of unapprec1ated works of " art. Bu1ld1ng in value1f
 properties; mlght even make it awkward to.speak of: bad worka

of ‘art. A theory of art must preserve certain.central fea- -
tures of the way in whlch we .talk about art, and we do find

it necessary. sometlmes to speak of unapprec1ated art_gnd of ...
~bad art.14 i , : ’

-

,Thls 1eads d1rectly to questlons concernlng D1ck1e s account of apprec1a—i'
'tlon.: It 1s the follow1ng 1”All that is meant by"apprec1at10n' ln the

n_deflnltlon 1s somethlng llke fln exper1enc1ng the qualltles of a. thlng

s one flnds them worthy or valuable" and thls meanlng applles qu1te gener—“f

fally both 1n81de and out51de the domaln of att. “l§ D1ck1e denles that'

1

:»there is such a thlng as’ aesthetlc apprec1atlon dlStlnCt from other'wv

klnds of apprec1at10n.‘ j'~ ,i" fvlgbh ;;“./,

ﬂlckle s denialwthat there is any spec1al aesthetlc appreclatlon
bfls largely tred ‘to hlsfaccount of ‘the aesthetlc attltude and the aes- N
thetlc obJect D1ck1e‘cla1ms that there 1s no more a spec1a1 aesthetlc f;w’

: 16" ,
attltude than1there 1s any speclal aesthetlc apprec1at10n.vA G1ven°that .

<

:.the aesthetlc attitude serves as a p0531b1e means of ldentlfylng the
’“aesthetlc obJect questlons arlse concernlng how the aesthetlc obJect

1s determlned.‘ D1ck1e argues that there are governlng conventlons ln g

the artworld relatlng“to thlS matter.H'H; '_475“fi pﬁhﬁf }bh’f'

,ﬁ"f A knowledgeable mov1e goer knows what £6 - attend to and what

L= - to ignore for. the same reason - that 3 spectator. at tradltlon—”

oo al Chlnese theatre knows to” 1gnore the propérty. man and to:

attend to: the actors--they both have 1earned the- conventlons;,.f
Ufthat govern the presentatlon ‘and apprec1at10n of the art. '
-forms they are exper1enc1ng T :

ih : S

Understandlng the aesthetlc ObJECt ln terms of conventlons explalns much

of chkLe s reJectlon of the aesthetlc attltude. There>can be novsuch

attltude 51nce the - conventlons that ex1st arV‘open to change. :Changing

h:;conventlons qesult in the actual aesthetlcvobJect's changlng. If the aes- :

thetlc attltuhe deflned the aesthetlc obJect then 1t would not be pos-,

a ©,

31b1e to provlde an adequate account of such changes." The nature of the"'

"'>aesthet1c att tude cannot remaln constant whlle the aesthetlc obJect‘

&

s}



..formulatlon of the theory makes reference to "a set of the aspects of
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changes.’ Analogous con51derat10ns apply w1th respect to aesthetlc appre-,?

 Clat10n. leen the lack of constralnts that exist on ObJeCtS whlch,can
‘"vbecome art through conferrlng, there ‘cannot be unlque aesthetrc apprec1a-‘

tlon.. Such apprec%atlon would 1mpose 11m1ts on the obJects whlch could

be v1ewed as art and ‘this “is’ not’ compatlble w1th chkle s general view.

An account of the aesthetlc obJect in terms of conventlons can

_ea511y be. 1ncorporated into chkle s analysrs of art. D1ck1e s last

,}iwhlch has had conferred upon 1t the status of candldate for apprec1atlon”'
ﬁD1ck1e belleves hlS ana1y51s of the aesthetlc obJect in: terms of conven-‘
ftlons f1lls out hls ana1y51s of art by prov1d1ng an account of whlch as—f

"gpects of the work of art have the status conferred upon them.; The work

"of -art 1s the artlfact vand conventlons govern Wthh features of the artl-

fact are to be apprecrated.

The ana1y51s of art that D1ck1e proyldes tLes artworks to the art-f

-onrld A member of the artworld must confer a certaln status on the ob-

'5Ject. Whlch elements of the obJect are. 1nvolved in thls conferrlng pro-
kcess are determlned by 1nst1tut10na1 conventlons.; Whlle D1ck1e s account
of art has a certaln plau51b111ty, each of the 1mportant notlons must be :

“subJect to cr1t1cal examlnatlon before a. flnal verdlct cen be’ reached..
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R S CHAPTER THREE ) —
| e | ARTIFACTS AND ARTIFACTUALITY L

D1ck1e clalms that there are two necessary condltlons that anyv
.obJect must possess before it can be cla551f1ed as a work of art. ‘The :
';flrst of these condltlons appears to -be very stralghtforward 'and is
slmply that the ObJECt must be an ”artlfact”‘ HOWever, glven chkle s
,:account of artlfactuallty as a- non exhlblted charaqterlstlc ,the rssueay
dlpvolved are more compllcated than they "at’ flrst appear., £ ‘. |
Douglas Stalken s dlscu551on of artlfactuallty prov1des an approp-~
rlate means for the 1ntroduct10n of some of the complex1t1es of the 1ssuer
:Stalker s ac;ount 1nvolves the clalm that artlfactuallty 1s an EXhlblted

'characterlstlc.‘ He suggests that 1f artlfactuallty is a non exhlblted

“’vcharacterlstlc then “w1th respect to belng artlfacts ‘a Rodin and a" 1eaff

-

”'should be hard to tell apart JUSt from: thelr 1ooks.“l.*Stalker-cla1ms o
tthat thls is clearly not the’ case :assertlng ‘ i '

In fact 1t s easy to. percelve thaﬁ tons of thlngs are artl-
facts or not. . My typewrlter is," my thermos is, the desk is,:
" the book to my right, the light overhead ‘the ashtray, the
Qoak outs1de 1sn't /the ants- aren’t, nor are the weeds, the
j_clouds ‘etc.. What s. the problem7, Certalnly there are some,
Va"borderllne ‘cases;’ but the same ‘goes for- being baby blue.
"Belng an. artlfact “then, doesn t seem .to ‘be a. non exhlblted
characterlstlc.._' f_- S _;;p» e “;a

efThls serves to. ralse questlons ‘about exactly what 'is 1nvo]ved in the no-ﬁ;p
i‘tlon of artlfactuallty.A Stated srmply, the notlon seems to requ1re that.
"1t he understood 1n terms ofbelng man—made. ‘Such -an- understandlng, how-d-
:hever, does 11ttle to illumlnafe the 1ssue. Belng man—made and belng an‘-
h.artlfact give rlse to exactly the same questlons.“ The dlspute remalns,-
“'Stalker seems to feel that his account entalls that artlfactuallty be-

funderstood as an exhlblted property. chkle contends that it be under- E

1

257
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stood as ‘a non-exhibited property.. While- the account that Stalker»pro—
poses has some 1n1t1aL plau51b111ty, 1t falls to stand up ‘under exam1na~
tion. . . ‘, 7. : B 4 B '
Stalker must address the questlon of. how one knows a thermos 15
S
‘an artlfact while the oak outside 1s not. If artlfactuallty can be"
understood as an exhlblted property, then the only knowledge that one.

' would antecedently nequlre would be knowledge of . the meanlng‘ con—

'cept. Con31der the example ‘of. the property ”red" _ One can examlne an
obJect and lmmedlately come to the conclusron that it e1the has or does:
not have thls character1st1c.‘ There is no requ1rement of antecedent
'knowledge for one to- make the determlnat10n.~ One can: look at the obJect
- and reason deductlvely to the conclu51on that the ObJeCt has the glven‘
r‘property. ThlS however, does not seem to be the case w1th art1factual—
“ity.‘ One ‘can know that.: artlfactuality concerns the notlon of hav1ng y
"been‘produced by a human be1ng w1thout belng able to tell whlch obJects“
are artlfacts and whlch are not., In order to acqu1re knowledge of arti-
-facts that 1s of an analogous nature to knowledge concernlng ”red”, one.
_ requ1res knowledge of the causal hlstory of the obJect. ThlS knowledge'
"'would have to 1nc1ude such thlngs as_an’ understandlng of the orlglns of

_‘the obJect how the obJect came to be where 1t 1s and what relatlons

- exist between the obJect and people.; Th1s type of con51derat10n prov1des"'”

"_some of the reasoning behlnd chkle s claim, 1n his response to Stalker

':evthat ‘”My ma1n p01nt was that artlfactuallty is a. compllcated cultural ,-h*

. property. 3 Artlfactuallty 1nvolves a compllcated property. Belng an
‘artlfact 1s such that it 1nvolves non exhlblted characterlstlcs and’ re-?i
vlatlons.‘ D1ck1e seems to . have a proper understandlng of the type of ‘
'mproperty that artlfactualltv nvolves, wh11e 1t appears that Stalker does"
, Even. grantlng that chkie seems to have a proper understand1ng of
h,the type of property that artlfactuallty 1nvolves 'certaln questlons re-
'maln.- In partlcular, questions concernlng the clalm that artifa tuallty
flls a necessary conditlon for art remaln unaddressed. Ev1dence that artL—
ifactuallty is not a necessary condltlon for art appears in two dlstlnct

areas.” One, natural obJects, in thelr orlglnal env1ronment are some-

1
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ported from their natUral'settings and then referred to as works of art.

—
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“times referred to as works of art| TWO, objects are‘sometimes trans-

An example of the former is -a plece of wood on* the beach, whlle @ case

of the latter 1s a plece of drlftkood hanglng on. a person s wall.

,"In

order’ to establish that artlfactuallty is a necessary condltlon for art,

chkle must establlsh two dlstlnct claims. If somethlng is a natural ob- .-

bt

. D1ck1e needs to offer appropriate accounts of these lnstances. "Thus,

Ject then 1t is not art.» If'something is art, then it is an artlfact.

The fa151ty of elther of these ‘claims will demonstrate that artlfactual-

1ty is not a necessary condltlon for art. The first clalm relates to-

cern w1th a dlscusslon of the. dlfferent senses of ”work of art"

natural ObJeCtS in- the1r natural settlng,,and chkle addresses th1s con—

The

-',secqnd c1a1m concerns natural obJects removed from thelr natural Settlng,

1

B

and it 1s dlscussed b means of the notlon of "conferrln artlfactuallt "
y 8 Yy

These two dlscu551ons requlre separate exami natl:ns.

'

D1ck1e wishes to malntaln the: artlfattuallty COndlthn as  a ne-.

cessary condltlon for an obJect s belng a work of art. He attempts to

establlsh that clalms that a natural obJect can be a work of art fall

to take 1nto account that there are dlfferent senses of ”work of art"w

T:Most people ‘assume’ that .there is" a sharp dlstlnctlon between

“warks of art and natural obJects but Weitz has argued that, -
‘the: fact that we sometimes say of natural objects ‘that’ they

= are wonks of—art breaks down this-distinction, In shorf
there. appear to .be works of art which are not: artlfacts.

' However, Weitz's argument " 1s 1nconc1us1ve because he fails

. to take ‘account. of . the two senses of ”work of. art”~—the
:;evaluatlve and. c1a551f1catory 4 ',/33

D1ck1e asserts that there ‘are two senses of ”work of art” The evalua-I

tive sense, according to D1ck1e “is used- to. pralse an’ obJect ‘ When ofie

asserts "That palntlng is a ‘work of- art" one means to be cTalmlng the

palntlng has valuable qualltles. chkle argues that thlS is: the only

1nte11g1ble way to understand such a statement !slnce, 1f one trles to

W
understand "work of art" 1n the classiflcatory sense '1t would be

ficato y sense, ‘is already contalned in the concept of ”palntlng”

J

v

‘a taut-T

, ology. The 1nformatlon that the obJect is’ a work of art in the ClaSSl— '

The.

evaluatlve sense, of ”work of art” is not restrlcted to obJects whlch are
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Mworks of art'" in the classificatory sense. chkle suggests that utter-

ances such as,?”That piece of drlftwood is a work of. art" 'can be glven

a 51m11ar analysis. When one makes such a statement .one 'is cLalmlng the
~dr1ftwood has vaIuable qualltles one is not cla1m1ng the plece of drlft—
WOodvis a work of art in the cla551f1catory sense.. - '

It is clear »however that all D1ck1e has done is offer an alter—
natlve’analy51s of certain utterances about natural ‘objects. chkle has
not proven that it is wrong to- claim artlfactuallty is not a necessary

“condition for art . All that. D1ck1e has shown . 1s that Weltzr and other

advocates of posrtlons ‘that deny the artlfactuallty condltlon have

falled to establish thelr conc1u91on. The questlon about ‘the necesslty
s . \ H

1

of the artlfactuallty condltlon remains. open.

In order to; develop an addltlonal argument to demonstrate that'

. .artlfactuallty is a necessary condltlon for art, D1ck1e attempts to es-

tabllsh that there is yet another sense of ”work of art” Dickie credlts
Rlchard Sclafan1 with reallzlng that there are three senses.

Sclafani shows. that there is a thlrd sense of 'work of art”l
“and that. "driftwood cases' (the nonartifact cases) fall

under ‘it....There- are then at least three distinct’ senses

of "work.of art': the” primary or cla551ficatory sense the‘
'.secondary or derlvatlve and the evaluatlve. : S

D1ck1e preserves hlS two orlglnal senses of art. The prlmary sense re--
malns the one by Wthh one makes clear that somethlng 1s a work of art.
chkie c1a1ms thls sense is rarely used. ' B ‘

We are rarely in sltuatrons in Wthh it is necessary to raise
_ the. questlon whether or not an’ object is. a work of art....

- However, recent developments in art such as junk sculpture
"and found art may - occa51ona11y force’ such remarks.

The evaluatlve sense of art remalns the sense ‘that is used to pralse ‘an

obJect. The thlrd sense tha is added is the secondary, or der1vat1ve

- sense of "work of art'. D1ck1e expllcates ‘the secondary sense of art: by

dlscu551ng how Sclafan1 explalns this notlon.‘

.fHe [Sclafani] beglns by comparlng a paradlgm work of art
'_’Brancu51 s-Bird in Space, with a piece ‘of ‘driftwood- wh1ch
-"looks very much 1ike ity Sclafanl says that it is natural_}
“to say of the piece ‘of driftwood that it is a work of art
.and we do.so because. it has ‘many propertles in common with -
) the Brancu51 piece. He then asks ‘us to reflect on our
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characterlzatlon of the drlftwood and the dlrectlon it has
taken.8

Therefore ~according to- chkle it is p0551ble for /a natural obJect to
‘become a w0rk of art 1f it has. enough propertles in common w1th paradlgm
cases of works of art. v

At, flrst glance, such an account seems to- reflect the general view
'that is forwarded by Weitz and others in the advocacy of the open
concept theory of art. However, Dickie clarlfles his view ‘and ¢laims
hds‘account-is very different from the open concept theory

We say the dr1ftw00d is art because of its, resemblances to
someé paradigm work of art or because the object shares pro-
perties with several paradigm works of art. The paradigm
work or works are always artifacts; the direction of our
move is from paradlgmatlc (artifactual): works of art to non
- artifactual "art". Sclafani quite correctly takes this 'to
© 4. . indicate that there is a primary, paradigmatic sense of

 "work of art" (my classificatory . sense) and a derivative or.
secondary sense into which the ”drlftwood cases” fall.
‘Weitz is right in. a way in say1ng that the drlftwood is art,
but wrong in concludlng that artlfactuallty is unnecessary
for (the primary sense of) art. .

‘There remain lmportant differences’ between Dickie's view, and that of ad-
vocates of. the open concept theory chkle wishes -to understand art;,in:
'-the prlmary sense, in terms. of necessary’ and suff1c1ent condltlons. Ad-
vocates . of the open concept theory analyse art solely on the - bas1s of
‘51m11ar1t1es and resemblances. ’

. . Has: D1ck1e prov1ded an adequate response to 1nd1v1duals who clalmlrl
that natural obJects~can be WOrks of -art? It 1s clear ‘that he” has not.- ‘
Just as. when chkle argues ‘for two senses of ”work of art”, he has falled
;to prov1de anythlng other than an alternatlve account. In addltlon in
. clalmlng that all non artlfact art must concern the secondary sense of
“work’ of art!", D1ck1e begs the - questlon. ' ThlS 1s reflected 1n.'any
attempt to determlne wh1ch utterances of, ”work of art! 1nvolve the class~"
iflcatory sense and which’ xnvolve the secondary sense.’ Con51der the '
'follow1ng One clalms that it is a- necessary condltlon for art that the .
obJect be a representatlon of some obJect 1n the phy51cal wurld ;another‘
1nd1vidual denles thls clalm. In order. to support the clalm, one asserts

'Athat there 1s a d15t1nct10n between the c13551f1catory sense of ”work of

l
)
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art" and the secondary sense. All cases of non- representatlve art con-
cern the secondary sense. Clearly, such a response-is guilty of analys-'
ing the empirical data with the thepry in mind. The basis for the clalm
that all non- representatlve art 1s art 1n the secondary sense is the fact
that one’ has already decided that a necessary condition for art is that
it be representatlonal Th1s is; 51mply a case of begging the questlon.i

" The introduction of the senses of "work of art" only serves to . ratlonallze
the position that has been antecedently dec1ded upon. ‘

- Slmllarly, Dickie is gurlty of begging the questlon. How does
‘chkle determlne whlch art is art in the. cla551f1catory sense and which 1is’
art in the secondary sense? He makes no attempt to explicate a procedure
.for'suchldecisions; JAlL that is prov1ded are clalms about the; ”dlrectlon”
art has takbn' and the ”resemblance” to paradlgms of art. Even-grantlng
that the secondary sense of ”work of art" ex1sts D1ck1e has provxded no’

‘1ndependent argument to. demonstrate ‘that all non artifact art involves
thls sense. Hls Justlflcatlon rests solely on his cla1m that artifact- "’
.uallty is a necessary condition for art. Thus, he has 31mply begged the
-~quest10n as to whether or not natural objects can be art in the classi-
flcatory sense.‘ g ' ‘ ‘
‘ l In addltlon, chkle s discussion seems to prov1de evidence for .

S

_the clalm that art 1s an open concept. If one approaches the emplrlcal

B

data w1th no prlor declslon on the artlfactuallty question, then chkle s
dlscu551on of - ”resemblances to paradlgms"jand the ”dlrectlon" in whlch
art has moved prov1des evidence to support the p051t10n advocated by open
concept theorists.. Open concept theorists clalm art must be understood
'_1n “just - such a fashlon. ‘Dickie's attempt ‘to deal with the. p0351b111ty

of natural obJects being works of art only serves to beg the questlon and
.prov1de evidence that art may be an’ open concept.. '

The second class of obJects that chkle considers is that of natural

«

7obJects which one takes home and’ dlsplays in a fashlon 1dent1cal to the'>

L2

way one dlsplays works - of art.. Dickie v1ews thls class as presentlng con~

’lcerns dlStlnCt from those presented by" natural objects 1n thelr orlglnal

settlng.

~“

I was assuming earller, by the" way, that the piece of drlft-
wood referred to in Weitz's sentence was in placeé on a beach
.vand was untouched by human hand or at least untouched by

\
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- human 1ntention and therefore was art 1n the evaluatlve or 2
derivative sense. :

D1ck1e w1shes to malnta1n that natural obJects which one carrles home are
works of art in the cla551f1catory sense. This entalls that they must be
artlfacts. k ' | ‘ ) ’

The requirement of artlfactuallty for such .objects requires that
Dickie offer a special account of artifactuality for these cases. The
usual account of artlfactuallty 1n terms. of- a human belng s making anob- .
“Ject does not seem. adequate. One claim is partlcularly ‘important to
understandlng Dickie's spec1a1 account of artifactuality. ”Natural ob-
jects whlch become works of. art in the way belng dlscussed are artifact-
ualized w1thout the use of tools——the art1factua11ty is conferred on the
obJect rather than worked on it.' A1 Dickie has in mind cases ‘such as
picking up a natural object, a rock or a piece of drlftwood takingvthat
object home3 and dlsplaylng 1t on one's wall or mantle. On such- an ac-
count, it_seems easy to produce art}factsr Such 1mpressron is relnforced
by Dickie. '

The requlrement of artlfactuallty cannot prevent creativity
“since artifactuality is a necessary condition of .Creativity.
‘There ‘cannot be an instance of creativity w1thout an art1-l
fact ‘of some kind being produced.l2

‘This ra1ses questlons about Drckle s spec1a1 account of artlfactuallty.
To c1a1m that any 1nstance of creat1v1ty, even creative selection or
~conferra1 results in the productlon of an artlfact seems to be too strong
.a claim. Dickie's account seems to make the productlon of artifacts too
easy. ' A
Daniel Devereux offers crltlcrsm of Dickie's spec1a1 account of.
,artlfactualltyion the grounds that it allows too little creatlwlty, and‘=
creativity of the wrong kind, to result in the creatlon of art1facts.
“Devereux raises his concerns through the=means of»potentral counter-ex-
(1) Suppose I am outsln the woods looking for a fern to take
home with me." I find a rather attractive oné& and transplant
it to a pot. When I get home I hang the pot in the living
© room in a place which will show off the plant to best advan-

* tage. T wish to display it for basically the same reason I )
would a beautiful picture. "On Dickie's view we must say that
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the fern is no longer a natural object, but that it has been
transformed into an artifact. B
L (2) Presumably it is not essential to the process of trans-

. formation that the. object be- put on display inside a build-

. ing.' Suppose I buy a tree from a nursery and carefully
.choose a place in my front yard to plant it. My reasons
for choosing this partlcular tree, and this particular place
for it are-chiefly aesthetic. Does the tree, once plantedi

~ become an artifaet? Does it cease to be a natural obJect°
Devereux' s ‘counter- -examples foeus on-the notion of creativity. The sec—
uond example discussed suggests that there are constralnts on creativity
and the productlon of artlfacts. The planting of the tree in a spec1f1c
1ocat10n involves an act of creat1v1ty. However the result is a naturalf
obJect and not an. artlfact The\tlrst example is of the same nature.
Acts of creat1v1ty, whlch in the case of the fern anolve ch01ce are not
.vsuff1c1ent for the productlon of an artlfact.> These examples are. de— |
‘51gned to demonstrate that not every act of creét1v1ty results in the
production.of an artifact. Devereux goes\on to cfalm\that maklng arti-
facts requ1res that some 1nterna1 change occur in the obJect one.must
do somethlng to the obJect and not just with the obJect.' Thls suggests
that one cannot Wconfer”rartlfactuallty.- Someth;ng more 1is requlred.

In response 'to such criticism, Dickie'admits'that the notion- oﬁ\j‘
. . : . ) e SN
.’cOnferring artifactuality is inadequate; -He‘assertS' ”/f ' ;
I agree with Stalker and a number of . other people 'who have’
‘raised the criticism that it was a mlstake for me to have
| spoken of artlfactuallty ‘being conferred. I. also now thlnk
it was a mistake to have said- that ”plcklng up and toting"
counts “as conferrlng artlfactuallty, it is rather a way of ‘
ach1ev1ng artlfactualltv 14 : -

( D1ck1e admits that the maklng of an artlfact require more than simply .
conferring the status of artlfactuallty. Artlfactua ity concerns a pro-
perty. which objects posses; by virtue of belng the p oduct of dellberate
human manlpulatlon.v Conferrlng does not entail that such manlpulatlon
occurs. By denylng‘that ”plcklng up- and toting” results in a conferred
artlfactuality, Dickie acknowledges that artlfactuallty 1nvolves a state
'that is achleved through certaln act1v1ty. The question remalns whether
~or.not "picking up and totlng” results in suff1c1ent maglpulatlon for .

s
the ach1ev1ng ‘of an artifact. .Given Devereux ] p01nt.about.1nterna%////
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change, it appears that su

fact.
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ch manipulation will fail to result in an arti-

The main reason for Dickie's difficulty is demonstrated by possi-

\,
ble answers to the question, "Is it possible for a natural object to be-

come a work of art?'.’ Pic

kie's need for conferring, or ach1ev1ng, arti-

factuality in the contested manner can be lllustrated by contrasting

Dickie! s positidn with those of Stalker and Devereux.. Stalker accepts

. that a-natural object can
factuality ls a necessary
factuality is a necessary
ject can become a work of
cepts artlfactuallty as a
p0551b111ty that a natural-
chkle in the posbtlon of
an unusual account of arti

As suggested by the
to an incorrect analysis o
factuallty. This is manlf
‘Stalker concerning the pos
a natural ObJeth

A

Stalker regards thi

there is any puzzle
"with respect-to the
'ftifactlwith'regpect
is both an artifact

become a work of art, but_he denies that arti-
condition for art. Devereux accepts that arti-
condition for art: but denies that a natural ob-
art. chkle desires-to hold a position that ac-
necessary condition for art, but also allows the

object can become a work of art. This places
having to forward what he acknowledges ‘to be,
factuality.

counter- -examples, Dickie seems to be commltted
f the logical structure of the’ concept of arti-
est in hls attempt to respond to a crltlcxsm by
51b111ty of something' sbelngboth an artlfadt and

T

s dsa quandary. because the same thing is

both an artifact and a natural object.. But I do not see ‘that-.

‘here. The boulder is a natural object
interest: of the collector and is’ an- ar-
to the artworld. A carved walnut statue
and a spec1men/of walnut '

Dickie offers an ana1y51s of artifactuality whlch is analogous in loglcal

-

stﬂucture to the ana1y51§ of brother. Both artlfactuallty and brother are

'non-exhlblted relatrOnal propertles. However, not all such properties

have $he same form. Belng

does not follow however

tion with some 1nd1v1duals

;nlelduals;p One can be a
An example of a.non-

not have the. same. loglcal

a brother is a, property which an 1nd1v1dual

o acqu1res by standlng in a certain relatlon w1th another 1nd1v1dual. It

that 1f one stands .in the belng-a-brother ‘rela-
then one stands in such a relatlon with'all,
brother to some individuals and not others.
exhlblted relatlonal characterlstlc that does

structure as being a brother is fos51lhood

FOSSllhOOd must be understood as a non- exhlblted ,y relational property.

IS

@
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lt is re L;rttl()llxnl because the [H;ri!iifii!ii()l\ of thiys property I‘l!(]lli‘t«!fi that the
object have a specified origin.g Fossilhood ts non-exhibited because 1t ‘irs';
possible that two objects are quallitatively identical, yet only one is a
fossil. One may have been, produced in a laboratory and, thereby, fail to .
have‘the required origin. No object can both be a fossil and a non-fossil.
[t is po,sihﬂo that one person may view an ob)o(t as a foysil and another
may not, but one lndLdeual must be wrong. Fhi( is different from the sit-
uatron with respect to brother. One person can stand in the relation of
being a brother thh an’ 1nd1vidua1 while another may not. Fossilhood

and artlfactuality are’ analogous to the extent that whether or not an ob-
Ject has this property rests on the relhtion between the obiect and- its
orifjins. Being a brother is different in that whether or not belng a
brother is a property ‘that exists depends on the v1ewer s relation to the
opJect. Therefore, Dickie is wrong to clalm that an object can be an arti-
fact for one.individual, while being a natural obJect for another. Dickie's
attempt to eliminate the evidence that is designed to show that artifactu-
ality is not a neceSSary condition for art is a failure. His Lntroductlon
of three senses of "work of art" to deal with matural objects in their ori-
ginal surroundlngs begs the question, and his special account of artifact-
uallty commits chkle to ‘an improper understanding of artlfactuallty.

' InSLght into what leads chkle to forward his spec1al account of
artlfactuallty ig present in the work of Devereux. In a footnote Devereux
- says: ’ o . IR "
One could, perhaps conaider thé driftwood together with .
the wall as a composition of art. But in this case the

driftwood would only be a part ot a work of art it would »
not 1tse1f be a work of art.

A similar comment could be forwarded with respect to. artifactuality. A
piece of drlftwood ‘or any natural obJect cannot have artlfactuallty
'“conferred” upon 1t nor is it enough to ”achleve” artlfactuallty if one
51mp1y picks up a natural obJect and qarrles it home.- However, if one
hangs a piece of drlftwood on the wall and places a picture frame around

it, then the driftwood becomes part of an artifact. This artifact would

" be composed of the frame and the drlftwood and, perhaps even, the wall.

It.is pOSSlble that confu31on as to the ontolog1ca1 status of the new
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eads Ulckle to offer a spec1a1 account of artlfactual-.

Another_

o

'or to be more prec1se, as part of‘thefnew.
and thevdrlftond can be both of these

\]v.

Thls alternatlve account is clearly superlor to ‘the . analy51s mhat

allty.,

‘of the structure of artlfactuallty.»

as welI as

D,Such a defense see

concernlng the loglcal,structure of artlfactuallty..

D1ck1e clai

In order to

obJects whlch seem
hspeak of natural 0
does not offer ev1

'Qf

”work of art”,

The second

‘from thelr natural

artlfac

Such a

"cal structure of a
".that demonstrate t

’l:an adequate respon

Therefo

»15 a necessary con

Object.r

k1e., chkle s spec1a1 account of artlfactuallty commlts"

understandlng of the 1og13a1 structure of artlfactu— .

The alternatlve analys1s is con51stent w1th the proper analy31s

:;In‘addltlon— it also requlres thatﬂ{

act 1nvolves as Devereux suggests brlnglng about an-.. -

;an obJect that results ln the creatlon of some new

Such an analysts takes 1nto account the notlons
N 5 .

assoc1ated WIth artlfactuallty If D1ck1e W1shes to:

ve account then the onus ‘is on hlm to sho“ where 1t

S

provldlng an’, adequate defense of" hlS own ana1y51s.pf

ms’ un11ke1y 51nce chkle s ana1y51s 1nvolves problems

Y

ms that artlfactuallty lS a necessary condltlon for

support thls clalm chkle dlscusses two classes of

0

to su est th t. thlS clalm 1s false.. Peo le sometlmes_:
88 ? ‘ p

bJects as belng works of art.” chkle argues that thlS

dence agalnst hls clalm by 1ntroduc1ng dlfferent sensesd

As has been shown thls only serves Lo beg the ques-

e

area D1ck1e dlscusses concerns natural obJects«removed‘;T‘}
env1ronments and treated ‘as, works of art.’ A speclal
tuallty ls offered to show that such obJects are really_<;
n account is based on an 1mproper analys1s of . the 1og14:r
In addltlon

rtlfactuallty.' ‘counter examples exist:

chkle has falled to offer
1
se to e1ther of the obJections he ralses agalnst hls

hls account s 1nadequacy.

re,'the questlon as ‘to: whether or not artrfactuallty

d1t10n for art remalns open.%y

o ER . - 7]
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”*if‘-‘\i-; CHAPTER,FOUR°‘
CONFERRING ON BEHALF OF THE ARTWORLD

leen the conclusron reached w1th respect to artlfactuallty;llt

becomes 1mportant that chkle s second necessary condltlon for art be
'~4exam1ned. The second necessary cdndltlon that D1ck1e proposes 1s a set

of the aspects of - whlch has. had conferred upon 1t ‘the . status of candl—‘l'

date for apprec1at10n by some person or persons actlng on: behalf" of a:f,hb
'b-l'certaln soc1al 1nst1tut10n (the artworld) l? As prev1ously stated there;j”
‘ are f1ve 1mportant notlons w1th1n thls condltron.. ‘In thrs chapter, threef,:,g} e
1 of these notlons will be examlned lhey ‘are ”conferrlng” ’Uon behalf of.ﬂ’ |
L a certaln soc1al 1nst1tut10n" and ”the artworld”" v: P
- A Accordlng to D1ck1e the notlons of ”conferrlng”.and ”on behalf off N
”,a certaln socral 1nst1tutlon” are connected in’ such a fashion that they

must be dlscussed together.' Much of the dlch551on takes the form of ;hew.]

presentatlon of examples.‘" o T S ' :

The: most clearcut examples of ‘the conferrlng of status, are
certain 1egal actions: of - the state. A king's conferrlng of '
knlghthood a grand Jury s 1nd1ct1ng someone the chairman
: of . the. electlon beard certlfylng that someone is qualified-
fc run' for. offlce,'or a minister's- pronounc1ng ‘a. couple man
!@d wife are examples in whlch a person Or persons actrng '
o onebehalf ‘of -a" certain social: institution: (the st&te) don-
-fer(s) legal status on. persons... The. congress ‘may confer
‘the status of natlonal park or . monument on.an area or thlng

Such examples make clear what D1ck1e has in mlnd by the notlons ‘of ”con—-'/

ferrlng”vand "on behalf of a certaln soclal 'nstltutlon”'h Con51der the

f’example of a grand Jury .8 1nd1ct1ng someone f‘The grand Jury 1s assocrated
w1th soc1ety s legal 1nst1tut10n.u When the Jury follows procedures that
exist w1thin the legal lnstltutlon it 1s proper to v1ew the Jury as _‘ ,

actlng/on behalf of theJlegal lnstltutlon. 'In;followrng,a_glven_proce;_”

f:‘3j*



38

L ) v
dure' a certaln result 1s/obta1ned.. In the case 1ncquestlon the Jury

will have conferred the status of belng 1nd1cted on a glven 1nd1v1dual.

chkle contends that an analogous 51tuat10n ex1sts w1th respect f

S

‘to art The socral 1nst1tut10n that the artlst is assoc1ated with 1is the
'artworld. Accordlng to: chkle the artist serves. the same functlon w1th-
_in ‘the artworld that the grand Jury serves w1th1n the legal world. Thevi
’artlst by performlng some. action, achleves an. end. that 1s analogous w1th
’conferrlng the status of belng lndlcted on an 1ndlv1dual in’ the legal world
:The status ‘1n the artworld 1is that of be1ng a candldate for apprec1a—
tlon., . v ‘ | .’ w S \
R chkle 1mmed1ately attends to” what he.perceivescto'be itwOapOSSLéi'"

: ble ObJeCthﬂS ‘to thls analogy

v,.:The examples glven suggest that pomp and ceremony are requlred
- to establlsh legal. status, but thls is not. so, although of
vcourse a legal system is. presupposed. For example‘ in some
jurisdictions common-law marrlage 1s p0551ble——a legal status
.facqulred w1thout ceremony. S SIS

‘ One can 1mmed1ately see why D1ck1e feels it is~ 1mportant RS
;ythls p01nt. If all conferrlng, for example, Ln the legal WO d requ1res.'

'cfexp11c1t conferrlng act1v1ty, then 1t 1s dlff?c

mlt to percelve how 1t “is

p0551ble for an analogy getween the legal world and. artworld to be malns
talned. The productlon “of art obJects dOes not seem to 1nvolve any ex-
'.p11c1t conferrlngrprocess. Therefore 1t 1s necessary for D1cP1e to‘es~
tabllsh that some legal conferrlng does not lnvolve expllc1t conferrlng:ib
D1ck1e conslders a second obJectlon to hls attempt to establlsh
~an analogy between the legal world and the artworld Thls obJectlon is:
thwo fold. Flrst ;o it is not clear that the artworld can. even be under—
-istood in’ terms of a soc1al 1n°t1tutlon.' Second even grantlng that the
';,artworld is an lnstitutlon, the d1551m11ar1t1es between the artworld and

the: 1egal world are such that any attempt to establlsh an- analogy between

'ithe two is 111 founded. D1ck1e s response to the flrst component of thls ob-: wo

’”Jectlon 1nvolvesa11account of what constltutes a SOClal 1nst1tut10n, and

‘how the artworld fulfllls thls crlterlon.uu'

g_*Let me: make clear what I mean by speaklng of the artworld
[ .as.-an 1nst1tut10n. Among the’ meanlngs of ”1nst1tutlon” in
‘Webster 's “New Collegiate Dictionary -are the - follow1ng M3,
That whlch 1s 1nstituted as: a. An establlshed practlse, law
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’fcustom etc. . b. An establlshed soc1ety or corporatlon _

' When I'call: the artworld an. institution .I. am saying that it
is an establlshed practlse.i Some persons have thought that . T
‘an . institution must ‘be an established society. or corpora- .
tion ‘and, consequently, have mlsunderstood my claim about

;rhe artworld.4 ' :

If one allows an establlshed practlce to count ‘as an 1nst1tut10n, then’
the artworld w1ll constltute an 1nst1tutlon.; The productlon of art has'
been practlced for. centurles and the ‘artworld seems at least on the sur -
" face, to have a long 1nterconnected hlstory that can be. traced Thej ‘
‘artworld lnvolves the efforts of artlsts,~specﬁators, and CrlthS who
*-haye a des1gnated role. : All of these. features seem to comblne ta allow
"athe artworld to be con51dered an establlshed PraCthe and ‘thereby, an
1nst1tut10n. : S _ ' It _ » ‘ o
leen that’ the artworld 1s an 1nst1tutlon Dickie musthStillrfacel
‘the second- component "of the ObJECthn. Slnce tha'artworld and the legal
world seem to- quallfy as 1nst1tut10ns in’ very dlfferent ways 1tqls,euen
:less clear how any analogy between them 1s approprlate. chklels choicef'
.iof the legal world maysbe untenable 'another example ofbconferrlng may be
“requ1red.6 However Blckle defends hls ch01ce of the legal world as an
jexample ‘and dlscusses one 1mportant d1551m11ar1ty between the artworld
.and the legal: world 1n order to demonstrate that hls analogy 1s 50und
,CThe d1551m11ar1ty that chkle dlscu55es concerns the fact that 1t 1s'

p0551b1e to fail to confer ‘a glven status in the legal world whlle this

',_posslblllty does not seem to ex1st 1n thexartworld. '

B Somesmay find- 1t strange that in the nonart cases d1scussed
‘there are- ways in which the conferrlng cango’ Wrong, while ,g

“that does not- appear to be true in art, For example; ‘an’in-.
dictment might be lmproperly drawn up-. and the person' charged
would not actually be’ indicted, but‘noth;ng parallel_seems
p0551b1e in. the case of art. ' ’ : :

’1D1ck1e does. not present any account of how conferr;ng cannot fall in the
Kggartworld. However,uhe contends that the d1551mllar1ty falls to undercutiv
l_'the approprlateness of hls analogy, 31nce thls d1551m11ar1ty only reflectsdh
'..a dlfferent between the legal world and the artworld that is- not S1gn1f1?

\lcant to hlS overall account. e

Thls fact just reflects the dlfferences between the artworld
and legal 1nst1tut10ns the legal system deals Wlth matters
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of grave personal consequences “and” its procedures must reflect‘
this; ; the artworld deals with 1mportant matters ‘also but they
-are of & dlfferent sort entlrely ‘The -artworld does not re-., .

"qu1re rigld procedures, it admlts and' even encourages fri- ‘
vollty and caprlce W1thout 1051ng its. serious purpose.

,The dlfferences between the two 1nst1tut10ns, accordlng to chkle, are

not slgnlflcant w1th respect to the 1ssues that chkle deems 1mportant.

The dlfferences are not 1mportant with respect to the mechanlsms of con-:_
ferrlng and actlng on behalf of'the 1nst1tutlons, and it is these features
“which D1ck1e w1shes to malntaxn are analogous between the: legal world
'b‘and the artworld. | : ’ , » : .
: o In order to flll out the analogy feéween_the legal world and thej
,artworld D1ck1e presents, what he percelves to- be, the actual comp051-_\

-tlon of the artworld.

k The core personnel of the artworld is a loosely organlzed
‘but nevertheless related set of persons including artists

(understood to refer to palnters,_wrlters composers) pro-" L s

" ducers, museum dlrectors, museum—goers .theatre- goers, re-
porters for newspapers, critics for .publications of all 7. -
- sorts’, art historians, art theor1sts phllosophers of art,
and others. . These are the- people’ who keep, the machlnery of~
the artworld worklng ‘and thereby provlde for its cont1nu1ng'_
c exxstence. In addition, every person who sees himself as a
.. 'member of the artworld 1s thereby a’ members'/ - ‘

Such an account of the comp051t10n of the artworld appears to strengthen'

i'ﬁchkle "8 analogy between: the legal world and. the artworld Thefcore per—

sonnel of the artworld seems to correspond to Judges lawyers and Jurles
in the 1egal world Such 1nd1v1duals serve’ to guarantee the contlnued
‘ex1stence of the legal 1nst1tut10ns._ In add1t10n ‘each person can per—;
bcelve ‘himself to- be a member of the legal world to ‘the extent that one
‘lneeds to obey the laws establ’shed w1th1n the context. of the legal worldﬂ
Both the artworld and the legal world seem to 1nvolve 1nd1v1duals who; h
‘play roles that are- essentlal to the contlnued ex1stence of the 1nst1tu-
3»t10ns as well as hav1ng membershlps that are broadly based

At this po1nt, some of the’ key. notions of D1ck1e $ deflnltlon ‘andl
lthe analogles that he uses 59 explain andxgustlfy the notlons w1ll be:
examlned 1n llght of some cr1t1c1sms.,ﬁThg fLrst‘notlonvthat:w1ll be ..
examlned 1s that of "conferrlng" g It‘iSinottreally clear how confgrrlng-‘

4
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actually functlons in the . artworld Dickie offers lrttle’in‘the way of
‘clarlflcatlon. ' ” o :

Assumlng that the ex1stence of the artworld has been estab-
lished or at 'least ‘made plau51ble, the problem is now to.
. see How . status is conferred. by this institution. My thesis
) is- that, in:a way analogous .to the way in which a person is
' _fcertlfled as qualified for offlce,bor two persons acquire
- the status of common-law: marriage within .a 'légal system, or
w ‘a person acquires the status of wise man w1th1n a communlty,.
so -an.artifact .can: acquire the status of candidate for a8pre—
c1atlon w1th1n the soc1a1 system called the ”artworld”

s

fThls amounts. to llttle more ‘than a restatement of the examples that chkle
yprev1ously mentloned the only change 1is. some addltlonal examples. A '
. 11 ' -
varlety of questlons remaln._”» L~ ’ R _

' One such questlon concerns who can/confer the status of candldate’,
for apprec1at10n.' chkle clalms only one - person is requ1red and that
"-any 1nd1v1dua1 who percelves hlmself -ds a member of the artworld can con-

L _ R v
fer the. status. Y >
“Many works of “art are. never seen by anyone but the persons
-who create them, but ‘they ‘are still works .of -art.’ ‘The "sta- .
tus .in questjon may be acqu1red by a single person's treat- . .
. .ing an artifact-as. a candidate for. appreciation. : Of -course L
- hothing prevents a group of persons. conferrlng the status,

but ‘it is -usually. conferred by a 51ngle ‘person, the artist.’
who creates the artifact. RN B ‘,,“z,‘, L

”Such an, account 1s problematlc. It would follow from thls account that
vvanytlme’an artlst thlnks he has created ‘a work he has been successful 13
".Two other concerns become apparent 1mmed1ately.' Flrst there seems’ to be
tenslon between Dlekle § claim that almost anyone can. confer the status’
-and the actual functlonlng of the artworld.lé_ Second by advocatlng the'”’
'p051tlon that: he does, D1ck1e has ellmlnated the 1mportance of creat1v1ty

ln the artlstlc process. These concerns w111 be examlned 1nd1v1dually.

‘ The tens1on between the clalm that: almost anyone can confer the
status and the functronlng of the artworld can be best understood in terms
of an examlnatlon of a spec1f1c s1tuat10n. :The consequence of D1ck1e s "
view is ‘that the follow1ng 51tuat10n could not arise. An 1nd1v1dual who
percelves h1mse1f to! be a: member of . ‘the artworld creates an obJect. ThlS

individual” dec1des that 1t is a great work of art and takes 1t to an art

.l gallery.lsi The art gallery refuses to show the: obJect on the grounds
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that it is not art.’ On the ver51on of the 1nst1tut10nal theory of art
that Dickie propOses sucha descrlptlon could not be correct. Since any-
one can confer the status and the artlst has, the obJect must be a work
- of art.. Thereforé, the reJectlon of the" obJect by the gallery cannot
rest on the fact thaé ‘the obJect is not art.. On: D1ck1e s v1ew, the" clalm' -
would have ‘to be that the gallery refused to show the obJect because it
was con51dered bad art. While such a clalm may be plau51ble in some""

cases it seems dubious that such a descrlptlon is always cgrrect.l »
In addltlon, D1ck1e $ account seems problematlc when the relatlon—
sh1p between conferrlng and artlstlc creat1v1ty is- con51dered g Tradl-'
tlonal aesthetlcs has" been cr1t1c12ed by Weltz and others, on the grounds
that it forecloses creat1v1ty in‘art. The cla1m is- presented in the fol«
é lowlng manner. Suppose that X. is con51dered to be a neceSSary condltlon
for art;i lf and when artlsts produce obJects that fall to have quallty
: X, then these artlsts W1ll no longer be produc1ng art.- D1ck1e v1ews it
as one of the strengths of his theory that it is not open ‘to thls cr1t1—
c1sm. By def1n1ng art in: terms of a non- eXhlblted relatlonal property
D1ck1e contends that he has placed no constralnts on the ObJeCtS that'

artlsts can produce and, thereby, ‘no restrlctlons on, artlstlc creat1v1ty.

‘AgThe requlrement of artlfactuallty cannot revent creat1v1ty,
since -artifactuality.is a necessary condi ion -of creat1v1ty.
~fThere cannot” be an instance of creativity&without an- arti- "
fact of some kind. belng produced.  The.  second requlrement
,1nvolv1ng the conferrlng of - status could ‘not 1nh1b1t crea-
t1v1ty,‘1n fact, it encourages it.  Since under .the deflnle:
tion anything whatever may  become ayt the def1n1t10n im-
poses no restralnts on creat1v1tys - :

It is clear that D1ck1e s theory has’ avolded the potent1a1 obJectlon that
has been ralsed agalnst tradltlonal aesthetlcs. The obJectlon clalms

that an essentlallst deflnltlon of art llmlts the. range of. obJects per-lg'A
mlsslble w1th1n the qategory of art vand thereby, 11m1ts artlstlc ¢rea-

t1v1ty. D1ck1e 's deflnltlon places no restr1ct10ns on the range of poten-w

vtlal art objects.
' Questlons concernlng creat1v1ty, however are not reCtrlcted to
those concernlng the posslble obJects of artlstlc creatlon. There are

questlons that relate to the creatlve process by whlch obJects are pro—‘
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duced. This has been considered the important,. if not esSentfal actlv—
ity of‘artlsts, and D1ck1e fails to apprec1ate that hls theory leaves
little room for creet1v1ty in the artlstlc process. Mlchael Mltlas makes

suth_avp01nt.

- ; v
But Dickie doeslnot at all explaln how or in what sense a
person who confers artistic status is creative. The fact .

that anythlng may become art does not necessarlly encour- .
age creat1v1ty, ‘for conferrlng artlstlc status on an obJect
does not ' imply that the object .was creatlvely made. It only
asserts that the object has somehow become a work of art. .

It is generally understood ‘that the phenomenon of’ creativity .
is obtained when the artist struggles to produce through his

"medlum--llnes, colors, words, marble motion, etc.--a unique
‘aesthetic form;-but in the act of . conferrlng artistic:
status there 1s hardly any room for creativity, for’the per- -
-son who administérs the act does not materlally contrlbute

"anythlng to the object.-

'lhe separatlon of the artistic process and the maklng of art w1th1n the
: context of D1ck1e s theory 1eads to the problem M1t1as descrlbes w1th
‘respect to creat1v1ty. chkle has ellmlnated any necessary connectlon‘h
between artlstlc creat1v1ty and art-maklng. leen that these two have
’tradltlonally been v1ewed as conceptually related Dickie needs to offer

19
more dlscu5510n and argument before sWich awview can be acceptable.

. The separatlon of artlstlc creétlvity and art-maklng 1eads ‘to ‘some

unusual consequences. One such consdquence is clearly manlfest in chxle ‘s

.,

dlscu551on of whether Betsy, a chlmpanzee from the Baltlmore Zoo, can
'produce art. }i‘ S B -" e

A great deal- depends upon the 1nst1tut10nal settlng one:
'1nst1tut10nal sett1ng is congenlal to conferring -the status -
of 'art and the. other is not. Please note that although '
palntlngs such as. Betsy's would remaln her paintings even.

‘}1f exhibited in an art museum, they would ‘be the art of the:
person responsible for:their. belng eXhlblted.v Betsy ‘would

- not (I assume) be able to conceive of herself ‘in such a way
_as to 'be a member of the artworld and, hence, would not be -
able to confer ‘the - releVant status

s

fIn addition to ‘the issue of creat1v1ty, there are at least two other
vp01nts of 1mportance here. One, chkle exp11c1tly speaks of conferrlng
4the status of art. This is a further 1nd1cator that D1ck1e v1ews art- -
‘ymaklng as an act1v1ty of conferrlng,andInDtOf PrOdUClng Two, Dickie’

‘clalms that Betsy cannot produce art because she cannot percelve herself




as a member of the artworld. Such an. account‘will»make it difficult for
chkle to give an acc0unt of a small child's painting as belng his own art
since young children W1ll be in no better pOSLtlon than Betsy wrth réspect,
to seeing. themselves as members of the artworld In addition, Dickie's.
' account lmmedlately leads to questions concernlng 1nd1v1duals who do not,
as opposed to cannot percelve themselves as members of the artworld.
'For example if an 1nd1v1dua1 leads the life of a hermlt and does not
percelve himself as a member of any of soc1ety s Lnstltutlons then that
1nd1vrdual cannot produce art. 21 The problem is further compllcated if
‘another 1nd1v1dual takes the hermlt's palntlngs and places them in an art
gallery. The- palntlngs are now art but Dickie needs . to malntaln in this
case, as ‘hé must in the case of Betsy, that ‘the artist is . the person who
places them in the gallery,‘and not the hermlt. If D1ck1e w1shes to clalm
rthat the hermlt is the artlst then he has expanded the notlon of the . art-
wworld to~1ncorp0rate all, or almost all of humanlty. The notion then be—
comes vacuous and has no: explanatory power. v

Part of Dickle 's dlfflculty w1th "conferrlng” may be: traced to the‘
notlonvofx”act;ng on behalf of the artworld”. Jay Bachrach makes this -~
point. .‘b“, : , : | - “ R

A unlver51ty pre51dent wlll act in behalf of hlS school a.’
judge will act in behalf of the law, but how does the artist.
act in- behalf of 'the artworld‘7 Perhaps when, as cr1t1c, he
promulgates a manifesto. But in presentlng a work he does
net act in behalf of anyone but himself unless he is acting
‘as’ the representative of a school of .art, a movement, or-an
academy, in short, some institution in the narrower, more
clear- cut sense. of that term, not the klnd that chkle says.
the artworld is. ' ‘

~ While it makes sense to speak of the jury actlng on’ behalf of the legal -
‘world, ‘it does not. seem to make sense to speak of the artlst in the same
fashlon. Even granting that. both are fulfilling de51gnated roles, lt

does not follow that both are acting on behalf: of their respectlve 1nst1-‘
tutlons.w Con31der an lndlvldual who is summoned to court o&er a-minor
"offense. - This 1nd1v1dual's actions in court are not best descrlbed as y
vactlons on behalf of the legal world, but ‘rather the actlons are best

iz'descrlbed ~as actions on behalf of the 1nd1v1dual The 1nd1v1dual in court
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is not acting‘on behalf of the 1ega1’wor1d but he is acting in the legal

world. A similar situation seems to ‘occur with respect to artlsts. An
artist does not act on behalf of the artworld in a way a gallery direc-
tor may 'act.on- behalf of a museum. - The artlst acts on his own behalf in

the artworld. ThlS raises two important points.. Dickie has described

'the relationship between the artlst and the artw0r1d 1mpr0per1y in des—'

cribing the relationship in terms of ''on behalf of . Second if conferr-
ing in the legal world is in terms that concern ”on behalf of", and the
artworld and 1ts conferring mus t be understood Ain terms of 'in", it is.
even less clear how Dickie's analogy between the legal world and the art-

world can function. : ‘o o S

The current chapter has fOCussed on three notlons. " These are‘”con—‘

™

ferrlng" ”actlng on behalf of”, and ''the artworld'. Conferrlng has been
. criticized in two areas. One, 1t ellhlnates the place of creatlvlty in .

the process of artlstlc creat1v1ty. Two, D1ck1e does not and apparently.

cannot prov1de an adequate account- of who can confer the status. Thls
leads directly to questlons about the artworld. D1ck1e s artworld, by

1nc1ud1ng almOSt every person in soc1ety,_1s such a loose, wlde open no-
tion that. 1t fails to have any explanatory power. The last notion, ”Onf

behalf of Y, has been questloned on ‘the grounds of aceuracy. Artlsts do’

not produce art on behalf of the artworld, but rather in the context oF

the artworld‘23 D1ck1e s account oflart whlle plausible on the surface,
seems to have 1nherent problems concernlng some of the central notlons.
Two 1mportant notlons have yet to be- examlned These two notlons are
”candldate for” and "apprec1atlon” -and these notions will be the.subject

L

of examination ;n chapter five.
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' CHAPTER FOUR .FOOTNOTES |

Gédrge Dickié Art and”the Aesthetic: An Instltutlonal Analysis
(New York: Cornell University Press, 1974), p.34.

Ibid., p.34. ~ . ” ' o .

' One of the first individuals to discuss the notion of the art-- .

‘world was Arthur Danto. See "The Artworld", JP, Oct.l5, 1964,
pp.571-84. Dickie aCknowledges that.his works bullds on,. what
he percelves to be?\{&s 1n51ghts of Danto. '

Dickie doe& offer other examples. These examplés are present-.-
ed later .in this chapter. :

George Dickie, op.cit., p.49.

Ibid., p.49.

1bid., p-35. T ‘ /

3 .
These questions fall into two distinct but related categories.
" The first category concerns problems with the actual notion of
conferring. Thefsecond category. concerns the relatlonshlp bEf
‘tween conferrlng and Dickie's overall view. This chapter. foc-
uses on questlons of the second category. Much of the discus-
sion of Cohen's obJectlons to 'candidate for appreciation' in
_chapter’ five, and Sllvers‘ dlSCuSSlon of the comp051tlon of
- certain works of art in. chapter| six bears directly on the actual
“notion of conferring, and the examples D1ck1e presents. * The
only example that is completely ignored is that of acquiring’
the status of wise man within a community. A“small amount of
.reflectlon dem\nstrates the" unacceptablllty of this example as_
the model for conferrlng in the artworld. Arguments about
‘'whether any 1nd1V1dua1 is wise can occur. Such is not the
case with respect to art .some ObJeCtS are works of art with- _
out question. The only dlspute concerns whether oﬁ not these

4o
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objects are good works of art. The“#onferrlng of the status .
of wise man does not entail that someone 1q¢actually wise,
v while the conferring of status, on. Dickie's Vlew does- enta11
* that the object is art. Such differences reflect the fact
L that it makes more sense to speak of an individual as having *
a reputation of being a wise man, ndt the status of wise man.
, It makes no, sense to speak of an object. having a reputation
y of belng .a work of art.

12, Céorge Dickiel AesthetiCS: An Introduction (Indianspolis: Bobbs-
S Merrill Company, Inc., 1971) p 103/ :

-13. It may be/obJected that "thinking" is not. "conferring the status''.
: However, on Dickie's view, conferrlng is an implicit activity.
It requires no speCLal phy51ca1 or mental activity. Given that
. conferring in the artworld is understood solely . in” terms of
the 1nst1tut10na1 setting, thinking in. that setting is suffi-
cient for’ conferring the status.  This issue is analogous to
“conferring! and '"placing before", and is discussed in chapter
five.

14. . The. only restrlctlon is that one must be a member of . the artworld
‘ Seeing oneself as a member (gOLng to museums, readlng art
" books, ‘etc.) is. suff1c1ent for belng a. member of the artworld.
Therefore, almost anyone can confer the status.

15. - The relationship between "decides" and "conferring the status' is
i the .same as betWeen-“thinking” and ”conferring‘the status";

“16. Dickie does h:}e the option of clalmlng that the obJectals art
“with respect to some individual's interests; while not being
" art with. respect to others' interests.. This type of account
was presented with respect- to artlfactuallty The arguments
forwarded agdinst the artlfactuallty account in chapter three -
also apply to the situation 1nv01v1ng art Such an- account -
violatesithe logic of the concept ' ’

17. George D1ck1e, Art and the Aesthetic: An Insfitutional Analysis,
op.cit., p.48. : : .
‘18. ‘Michael Mltlas "Art as a Social Institution', Per. 54-3, ‘Summer,

1975, p.332.

19; It 1S'not'c1ear; however, that Dickie has seen that a problem
: ~exists. This issue is discussed in‘detail in chapter six.

20. George chkle, Art and the Aesthetlc An Instilutional Analysis,
: E.cxt., p-46. '

21. Dickie may claim that one is a member of the artwor 1ld without con-

o -
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‘ , ceiving oneself as sucht provided that one could conceive one-
self as a member. This still leaves questions about the small
child, and how one can be acting on behalf ‘of an institu-
tion that one does not acknowledge membership in.

22. Jay Bachrach, '"Dickie's Institutional Theory of Art: Further Cri-
ticism', iég,ﬂll, Oct. 1977, p.29.

Can

23. Even this claim may be too strong. The relationshiplbeCWeen the

. hermit, or small child, and the artworld is. far from clear.
24, 'Two important criticisms have not been considered. First, as .

Dickie admits, his definition of art is circular. In defining"

"art" he makes reference to the "artwor1ld". -Dickie claims this '

. circularity is not a vicious circularity; his definition is
| - informative, and all instlt@g%onalconcepts are(clrcular in this .
2 fashion. It Eﬁ not clear tietysuch a response is adequate.
The second .crijticism is foum@gﬁn Bruce Morton's review of
Dickie's Aesthetics: An Ivyrwdixtion (JAAC, 32-1, Fall 1973).
AvCCordlng to Morton, "Wor iﬁ t are loglcally (and indeed
temporally) prior to the inst®tution cf the artworld. The -
only reason for the development of an artworld is that there
.~ are first-works of art for the institution to develop around.
The first work of art (logically) could never have been creat-
ed, given Dickie's: analysis, since’ there would be nos artworld’
.to do the conferring of status." Dickie does not consider .
this criticism, and it is not clear how he would respond.
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Four important notlons w1th1n chkle s 1nst1tut10nal theory of art:
have been dlscussed to Ehls p01nt. They are ”artlfact” . conferrlng the
§ status”‘ ”artworld“ and 'on" behalf of”"°There are problems reLatlng to
.all of these notlons. TWO key notlons have not yet been examlned anc
they concern the nature -of the status that D1ck1e w1shes to have art’~ts

confer., The conferred status 15 that of belnga, candldate for apprec a= -

tlon'ﬂ Imbedded in thls status are. two notlons of 1mportance. The{flrat

v

1s ”belng a candldate”. the second “apprec1at10n”“jl':jf93

The f1rst notlo‘~that w1ll be dlscussed ‘is that of candldacy

D1ck1e is exp11c1t 1n lS clalm that the status that 1s conferred must be

f?that Of’candldate for a’preciatlon ,and not 51mp1y appreclatlon.;

N :‘ The “third notlon anvolved in the second condltlon of: the’ def-vg
v inition’ is candldacy .a-'member of the artworld confers the - .
.. status of ‘candidate for~ apprec1atlon. The definition does ~ * o'-
_ °7not requ1re ‘thati-a’ work “of art actually be apprec1ated Ceven:
by one person.ln-_'-.- , : S R AR ’gd

»-»l PR .
: v

chkle con51ders 1t essentlal that hls theorv allow for the p0551b111ty

o of unapprec1ated art.‘ This . 1s 1mportant because D1ck1e wrshes hlS theory

to be a descrlptlve, and not an evaluatlve theory.- " ,
,*It 1s important not to. bu1ld 1nto the deflnltlon of the class-
31f1catory sepse of’ ”work of .art" value propertles ‘such as
“actual apprec1ation ‘to do so: would make it 1mp0551b}e to‘,_'
~speak of: unapprec1ated works of art. Bu11d1ng in- value. pro—t , o
: . -perties might even make it awkward to; speak of bad works of L ;gj
%o art. A theory of art.must preserve certain Central features‘ ' A
o of the way in which we talk about art, ‘and we do find it
;nece;sary sometimes ‘to speak of unappreCLated art and of bad
'art."'g..,-b_k,-. ; . L . ;

Thls makes clear the motlvatlon behind Dickle s dec131on to have the~

T ferred status relate to candldacy, rather than to actual apprec§§§hon.

el e Sy
T . (o i
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However, 1t is- Stlll far/}rom clear how D1ck1e understands thlS notlon

°

to functlon and the spec1f1cs thatnare 1nvolved 1n 1t.
D1ck1e attempts to clarlfy ‘the notlon of candldate for apprec1a-"
‘tion by contrastlng the act1v1t1es lnvolved in the artworld and the mer --

‘chandising WOrld. The examples dlscussed area.salesman d1splay1ng hlS

3
merchandlse and the act1v1t1es surround1ng Duchamp s Fountaln.

: _When for example "ar salesman of - plumblng supplles spreads”
"+ . his. wares before us, he presents them for our apprec1atlon
oo all rlght -but the" presentlng is ‘not a conferrlng of the
: ~ status. of candldate, itis 51mp1y a plac1ng before us.“But
‘what . is the" dlfference between ”placing before”iand Meon— .
ferrlng the $tatus .of" cand1date”7, The difference is analo-
< gous to, ‘the’ dlfference between my utterlng'”I declare ‘this
'man to" be a candldate for alderman” and” the head of ‘the -
lelectlon board utfering the same sentence while actlng dn
his off1c1al capac1ty ‘When 'L utter the’ sentence it has no.
effect because I have not -been vested w1th any authorlty 1nﬂf
7fthls regard.Q; ' : S : i

However thlS seems to be problematlc and tha problem appears to stem'

from ‘the dlfferences 1n structure between the polltlcal world and the

artworld." It 1s clearly dellneated 1n the’ polltlcal world who the head B

of the elect;onrboard 1s, and who can- declare candldates for offlce. The

artworld lacks this. structure. 5 ‘lear Jin the artworld “how

anyone could fall to have the capac1ty to declare candldates. chkle;u’

acknowledges' .1s‘fact butidoes not ‘seem to recognlze at as a potent1a1 “ﬂ e

problem ; R ST
- IU.}To return to the plumblng llne the salesman s: presentatlon )

S v is different from Dughamp's. supenf1c1alLy similar act’of: dlS—-

: "'playlng a urlnal which he’ ‘christened ”Founta1n”_1n that now. -~

amous - art, show. ~ The point is that Duchamp's act took place

u w1th1n a certaln lnstltutional setting and ‘that makes all

_ fof ‘the dlfferenoe Our salesman of: plumblng supplles could- _

, - - do what Duchamp did, that is, convett.a urinal into a work R T A
RIS "'of art, but he probably would not——such welrd ideas seem to '

,occur only to artlsts with blzarre senses of humor.s‘:;'\\.c'

A,Such an observat;? 1'on D1ck1e 's part only seems to re1nforce the appar-‘
'}ant problem.' ;ye problem concerjﬁ the fact that D1ck1e has stlpulated
'7that the artwo

ld 1s a very w1de pen instltutlon.. Thls leads to. prob—d

ﬂlems in determlning exactly what constltutes the proper 1nst1tut10nal

»“settlng.




“ 7 one to give an: account of- what constltutes conferrlng rhe,

v'some c0ncerns.b‘ o
~Suppose it is Duchamp who comes’ to’ your home where perhaps
you ‘are in need of - plumbing flxtures and sets before you
" a’'number of objects, '1nclud1ng the, urlnal. Now what?.
-Dickie's account. of: -appreciation does not: help.- D1ck1e<
‘notes’ (p '255a) that the ordinary salesman is presenting his
wares: for apprec1at10n but insists that he is: not conferr-
'1ng on them the status of candidate for apprec1at10n. " But
'he could do both thlngs couldn't he?’: Couldn T Duchamp”6

’dThis serves to focus one s- attentlon on the central 1ssues 1nﬁolved
;chkle s account of- the artworld falls to prov1de any cr1ter1a or; forh
Tfthab-matter gu1dance; for. determlnlng what constltutes part of the arte'
‘world and what does not.. ThlS ls essentlal because the act1v1ty of con-'“
‘mferrlng in the artworld for D1ck1 Sig not. an expllclt act1v1ty. One_'
vlmp11c1t1y confers the status by performlng certaln actlons w1th1n the

' artworld and 51m11ar actlons outslde the artworld fall to confer the‘

?status.‘ Determlnlng if the status has been conf>rred re11es solely on v lwlT

'determlnlng what constltutes the artworld However D1ck1e s account ofg

pa——

?the artworld by the very nature of the artworld denles the p0551b111ty
of draw1ng llnes between the artworld and the neri- artworld Cohen con—‘b :

;tlnues to ralse questlons concernlng thlS fallure :to- dlstlngulsh the art-‘ '
fworld from other 1nst1tut10ns." 1‘ ”?":f: _3' . IIEv.‘"T't"'d |

tISuppose that P1casso came to your house hawklng his’ palntlngs

‘ ';and didn™t care what you- dld with them:  Or’ better, since you
L& . may. belleve that Plcasso S - @alntlngs were already ‘art. before. .
"~ “he got to ‘your house, suppose. that he. ‘came ‘and ‘was comm1551on—‘771?'
..ed by you' to do a sketch dlrectly on the. Wall in order to
b,dlsgu1se some ‘cracks’in the‘plaster.” That would Le' art wouldn T

“it? And lf it -is.when. Picasso does 1t why not when the neigh-"
o 'borhood palnter and plasterer do 1t7 And if Duchamp 5. ur1na1 '
1s art just as readily ‘for hava.ng bebrought to ‘your, house
&

as for hav1ng go ‘not the salesman’ 577

This serves to illustv%;e a number of lmportant 1deas.v chkle s artworld :
B N Coan A '
"1s unstrucmured to such a p01nt that hls analogy w1th the polltlcal world
g_Ls inapproprlateQ It ls 1nappropr1ate because the d1551m11ar1ty concerns

fthelr relatlve formal structure, and 1t 1s Just thls structure that allows

';tus of can-. -
S _,‘a? 3 ” ,
R didate w1th such ease in the polltlcal world whlle 1t seeﬁ S

b’cult in: the artworld

R . . = o S ] o . ey



Dickie exp11c1tly responds to: Cohen s concerns.'lhowever it is
not clear that,chkie s response apprec1ates Cohen s reservatlons.
'D1ck1e contends that Cohen has- not been fa1r wlth his account sxnce rac-
bcordlng to chkle; "My nonanalogous statements quallfy my analogy, they
lvmake exp11c1t wh1ch 1mp11cat1ons the analogy has in the partlcular dis-

- course." D1ck1e goes ‘on. to stat do not want to’ argue about what lS

mf

v.the best analogy of artmaklng orwant to insist that my analogy
;be understood as 1t ‘was quallfled by my expllclt remarks.,9 However
‘fsuch assertlons seem to miss the p01nt of the Cohen cr1t1c1sm.‘ D1ck1e s
h]contention seems 'to- be”that the analogy is appropruate ~even allow1ng
'the d1531m11ar1ties 51nce he has quallfled the analogy by acknowledglng,
o , 'the dlss1m11ar1t1es.f ‘Cohen' s cr1t1c15m is not restrlcted to. the clalm'lv

i‘that the analogy 1s 1n some ways 1nappropr1ate but rather that the

_n\lh y‘must be wrong.; The argument Cohen'! presents for such a clalm can,i‘
bderstood in. the followlng manner.? D1ck1e w1shes to make use of the{
on of candldacy In order to expllcate how - he 1ntends thls notxon

<flﬁfunct10n w1th1n the context of hls theory,leckle presents an analogy

between candldate for-apprec1at10n 1n the artworld and Candldate for—

4elect10n in the polltlcal worlda Thls analogy is de51gned w1th quall—

: ;flcat1ons, ‘to 1llustrate how candldate for appret1atlon works ‘in-the. art-
:;world However icandldacy 1n the polltlcal world requ1res that the rr—l
~st1tut10n in questlon have some rlgldly def1ned rules._ These types of
'rules are~absent in the-artworld.. Thls d1sallows the p0551b111ty that'

candidacy 1n the’ artworld can’ be understood in any fashlon llke that of
_candldacy in the 1egal wggld. Such cr1t1c1sm serves to ralse the ques—:”
tlon of whether or, not it ls appropriate to speak of candldacy at all.,‘hr
’In any event, 1t becomes 1mposslble for D1ck1e to dlStlngUISh ”plac1ng‘
bbefore" and "candldacy"'151nce hls attempt ‘to- dlstlngu1sh these two relies

-'»heav11y on-:a structured 1nst1tut10n such structure is present An the»

"lrfpolltical world but is. lacklng in the artworld. , ‘

B v The problems 1nvolvedin the notlon.of candidacy ‘are 51m11ar in

v;structure to ‘those that are involved 1n Dickie s dlscu551on of: conferr-u'
'1ng. D1ck1e wishes to make use of the notlon of conferrlng in his: theory

:;fTo explaln how thls notlon is deslgned to functlon D1ck1e presents an
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~analogy between conferrlng in ‘the artworld and conferrlng in the p011t1~'
: cal world. The analogy breaks down because the mechanlsms necessary for
‘:conferflng in the pollt1ca1 world have no correspondlng equlvalent in
the’ artworldu@,POLntlng out .as D1ck1e does, the dlfferent purposes of.
the institutions does not ellmlnate the problem. D1ck1e seems to have
the same problem with three of his" important notlons. These are'”con-
ferrlng” ”on behalf of” and»”candldacy” The problems assoc1ated w1th
each are, to a large extent traceable to, the lack of organlzed structure
‘1n the artworld D1ck1e, however cannot give the artWOrld thls struc- )
ture, for that results 1n other problems and an 1naccurate descrlptlon'
of how the artworld is: constltuted.v ’ ’ 1
The last notlon that is of 1mportance w1th respecbwto D1ck1e is.

‘-theory of art 1s that of ”apprec1atlon” T‘chklevlsvexpllclt-rn what_he
takes apprecratlon to bei ’ B . -

‘All that is meant by “appreclatlon”,ln ‘the deflnltion is

‘ somethlng 1like. *in- experiencing the qualltles of “a thlng

one: finds™ them worthy or valuable” and -this meanrng '
'applles qu1te generally both 1n51de and.outside_theidor
main of art. X oo R

,However, 1t 1s not clear that such an account of apprecIf ion w1ll prov

to be adequate‘for the purposes of chkle s theory. Such an’ account
 seems to leave chkle § theory open to at 1east “two cr1t1c1sms.v '

' The flrst cr1t1c1sm concerns an apparant 1ncon51stency between
vg'Dlele s clalm that hlS deflnltlon of art places no constralnts on what.
. can be art and his c1a1m that artworks must have a statu= Wthh concerns;y
apprec1at10n.' Cohen ralses th1s p01nt.>f

What of an artlfact ‘which- clearly cannot be apprec1ated (ln
'wv"_ Dickie's sense)” I 'say.that there are such thlngs-—for in-
""7‘lstance “ordinary: thumbtacks ‘cheap white envelopes, _the
“plastlc forks given-at spme drive-in restaurants--and ‘that »
~if Dickie's definition were .correct then these thlngs could
“hot be: artworks because they could not recelve the requls-

Cite status.l
d

Cohen goes on to raise. thlS concern w1th ‘one of Dickle S favorlte examples,"
the example is Duchamp s Fountaln. - -g.[v";¥7.';,’,‘~h :n Q~ff _V-v P

Duchamp s urinal is’ like that. - Thlngs llke that . cannot ac<
Qquire the ‘status . requlred by. D1ck1e S second condltlon be—
cause 1t woul be p01ntless or blzarre to glve 1t to them....'
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\ - 'In fact, the untoward consequencelof Dickie's: suggest1on 1s
that it will rule out’ the, very items Dickie’ is eager to ‘

.- accommodate. But then what about - ”Fountalnuv Is Duchamp s

-~ "Fountdin' a work of art, and Dickie's definition wrong .be-
‘cause it misses this work or is Dickie rlght and so "Foun-
taln” not art? Neither of these choices is a healthy one. 12

vCohen ralses two issues. One D1ck1e s theory does place restrlctlonsv
on what can be art 31nce not every artlfact can be apprec1ated Two, in
particular, D1ck1e s constant reference to Fountaln 1s problematlc be-
‘cause Fountaln is preclsely an obJect wh1ch cannot be apprec1ated

D1ck1e s response to Cohen s flrst concern is a denlal that there
' are artlfacts whlch cannot ‘be- apprec1ated. o

- Also, the very thlngs ‘which Cohen cites as paradlgms of things
. whlch cannot be appreciated--ordinary: thumbtacks, cheap whlte
envelopes_‘and plastic forks--have appreciable qualltles which.
can-be noted if one focuses attention on them.’ Photographs;
frequently brlng out " these qualltles of” qu1te ordlnary things
- by focusing narrowly on.them. It seems very-likely that the
_.constraint-of apprec1ab111ty which Cohen wishes to: place on
‘my definition is vacuous, since it 1is unlikely that any ob~.
L Ject would lack' some quallty whlch is.'appreciable: ‘

Such clalms omn chkle s part prov1de the basis for ‘his response :to Cohen 3
concerns about the apprec1ab111ty of Founta1n.‘ ' | '

vaohen says that it is. Duchamp s gesture wh1ch can be appre—‘
ciated: and not Fountaln itself. Fountaln has the. gesture
--51gn1f1cance that; Cohen attributes to ity spec1f1cally,ﬁ
was a protest ‘of 'a kind. But Fountaln has many:- qualltles-
which .can be apprec1ated--1ts gleaming wh1te surface, for
~example. In fact; it Has several qualltles whlch resemble
those of works of Brancus1 and Moore.14 : ! '

,'However it 1s not clear. that D1ck1e ] response 1s adequate. Even grant—;
"1ng that Fountaln has apprec1able qualltles 1t 1s not the’ case that these:

L

squalltles are the 1mportant artlstlc quallcles of Fountaln.
The second cr1t1c1sm concerning chkle ‘s, account of apprec1at10n.
©is that the account opens the p0551b111ty of counter examples to the
'ftheory of art. . Wllllam Bllzek offers one such counter- example.'

' Suppose, for example,,that an accepted ‘art cr1t1c clalms that
'the diary’ of artist Xiis: worthy or valuable because 1t helps~’
us understand the symbollsm of X's’ palntlng. ‘Here is a case
-in whlch ‘a member of - the artworld, acting on behalf of the
-artworld, confers_the status of candldate for appreciation:
"upon the dlary of,X.. Does the dlary become a work of art?”
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It is clear that on chkle s deflnltlon of art the dlary .becémes a-

vThlS suggests that chkle 's account of apprec1at10n is not suff1c1ent.

work of art. Moreover, 1t becomes the art of the cr1t1c not artlst X,

sxnce 1t is the critic who has conferred the status upon the ObJeCt-

hIn partlcular, D1ck1e may .require some dlst1nct10n be'tween aesthetlc

apprec1at10n and other apprec1at10n. Bllzek acknowledges that ‘Dickie )
denles the ex1stence of such a dlstlnctlon.

jD1ck1e mlght contend that apprec1at10n in art is not dlffer-
ent from appreciation in general, as the quotation above »
suggests -but that what' d15t1ngu1shes the painting which is
_art from the dlary which is not is that the status (candi- T
date for- apprecxatlon) is conferred by someone'“actlng on
behalf of the artworld".1l7 : SR

‘Thls does seem to be D1ck1e s only alternatlve. It seems reasonably

;clean that we w1sh to deny that the dlary is a work of art. D1ck1e s

_def1n1t1on is such that: the d1ary meets his cr1t=r1a for belng a candl-

~date for apprec1at10n. ‘His" only optlon therefore, is. to deny that the

E)

fcr1t1c is actlng on behalf " of the artworld However, th;s”also leads

":to problems.

- 1f one reJects the contentlon that the critie above is actlng
son behalf" ‘of -the artworld an artworld ‘which defines “acting.
_on behalf of'" is one that is itself more’ narrowly deflned than,f»
‘one ig Wthh anyone can be a member who sees hlmself as a:mem-
ber ‘ : : ;

Cy

'Bllzek's p01nt Tiow becomes clear.‘ If D1ck1e w1shes to: deny that the
‘-dlary is art, then he must do one of two th1ngs.» One, he may attempt to
fdlstlngu1sﬁ’aesthet1c appreclatlon from other klnds of" apprec1atlon.

: chkle exp11c1t1y reJects such an alternatlve.;g Two, chkle can claim-

that the cr1t1c is- not actlng on behalf of the artworld. Such ‘a. cla1m 1s;”

1ncon51stent w1th chkie s dlscu551on of Duchamp and the salesman, as

“well as. the clalm that anyone: who sees hlmself A7 a member. of the art—

world is ‘a member.‘ In:this case, as with some ‘he other notlons '1t

.,\‘

s chkie s account of the artworld that leads tc much of the dlfflculty.
;Agaln, the artworld's lack of structure allows the p0581b111ty af such

; counter examples.

Two notlons have been examlned “in thls chapter. " They are the no=

h\tlons of ”candidacy" and of “apprec1ation”, Bothnofhthanhaye provedtp bel e

=

%flf e
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problematic. For either of these notions to be adequate, Dickie requires
a more tightly governed aftworld. Having examined all of the 1mportant

notlons of the. theory, and flndlng fault with them all, it is now appro-

\l‘prlate to ‘turn to questlons concerning what leads D1ck1e to, develop

Y

“the theory in its present . form and whether or not rev151ons can be

“forwarded that w111 solve the problems inherent in the theory.

o~
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CHAPTER SIX o
o ,'MODERN ART: THE "READY ‘MADE'"" MOVEMENT o

Many of the problems in -Dickie's institutional theory of art are
traceable to two p01nts that seem pecullar “to’ the theory One is the (
notien of . conferrlng, whlle the second concerns Dickie's separatlon of
lartistic. creat1v1ty and the_ art-making process.1 These two p01nts are -
clearly related- 51nce it is the notion-of conferrlng that results in
the separatlon of artlst1c creat1v1ty and the art—maklng process. Many -
of the cr1t1c1sms that have been directed at chkle s theory concern

these two p01nts. Michael Mitias crltlcrzes Dickie in these areas, and

his cr1t1c1sm reflects the inter- connected nature of the two lSSUeS.

But Dickie does not explain- how or in what sense a person.
who confers artistic status is creative. The fact that any-
fhlng may become: art does not" necessarily encourage creativ-
“ity; for conferrlng artistic status.on an obJect does not
iniply that the obJect 'is creatively made.2 ,

vGiven thls‘ potentlally serlous criticism, one wonders why Dickie chose

to construct his theory in the fashlon that he d1d The reasons for this -

o

“decision become clear when one con51ders chkle ] understandlng of the

3
"ready made movement” and hls dlscu551on of .Duchamp and Fountaln
"Two elements of chkle s dlscusslon of Duchamp s Fountain are im-

portant. One- concerns the activity of Duchamp, the artlst whlle the : }.‘

- other concerns exactly what kind of object Fountain, the‘artwork is.

Both of these elements are made clear 1n Dickie's dlSCUSSlon of Duchamp

" and a salesman who is selling plumblng supplies. Accordlng to chkle

"The salesman could do’ what Duchamp did, thatfls -convert ‘a urlnal into

..a work of art; but such a thing probably”would not occur'to him. né On

Dickie's analysis, Duchamp succeeded in- maklng a work of art without any '

artisticlcreativity. Duchamp ”converted” the urinal 1nto a work of art;

‘,\'59.
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he did not create an object himself. As fér Fountain, the artwork and
‘ ‘ 5
the urinal are one and the same object. On such an understandlng of
”feady made” art, the motivation behind the 1nst1tut10nal theory of art

‘becomes clear. If, for example, Duchamp can produce a work of art‘by

“simply taking an object that already exists, and not as a work of art,

and convert that obJect into a work of art, then: trad1t10na1 clalms ~about
the connection betWeen artistic creativity and the art maklng process
must be wrong. » I .
Trad1t10na1 aesthetlc theory is based on the contention that 1n
order to produce a work of ,art one must make somethlng, and that art-
maklng isf in some necessary way, connected with artistic creativity.
Mitias'makes both these contentions,. and Dickie's rejection of them,
clear. ) . . p ' o '

.

It is. generally under stood that the phenomenon of crestivity
"is obtalned when the artist struggles to produce through his
medlum—-llnes colors words, marble, motion--a unique aes-
thetic form; but in the act of conferrlng artistic status
, _there is hardly any room for creativity, for the person who °
. admlnlsters the act does not materlally contribute anythlng
to . the: ObJeCt

On chkle s ana1y51s of the c1rcumstances surroundlng Duchamp and EQEE'
ta1n both’ ﬁhg elements of making an object vand a conne tion between art-
maklng and artlstic creat1v1ty are lacklng "~ Duchamp did not make any-~
thlng, he 51mp1y d1d ,something -with an ex1st1ng obJect. Any creat1v1ty
that Duchamp showed did not involve art ‘making creativity since he did
not ‘make an object. Therefore, art-maklng and artlstlc creat1v1ty are
not necessarlly connected. Accordlng to chkle, if one wants to offer

an adequate deflnltlon of art, then one must -be able to account for such
a phenomenon. Once one allows such pogsibilities one has severed any
necessary connection between artlstic creatiylty and art-maklng.

Given such an account of Duchamp ) act1v1ty, and that D1ck1e ]

7
theory 1s 1nadequate one has three optlons. One, an attempt car be made

to modify Dickle s theory to account for the objections that have“been
raised agalnst_lt. ~Two, one can deny that Fountain and "ready mades' -

in general are works of art; and,.three, one ‘can examine Dickie's analy- -

"~ sis . of Fountain and other 'ready mades" in order to determine if he
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has provided an adequate analysis. leen the difficultijes in Diokle s
ytheory, it is not a matter of modlfylng the theory, but rather of offer—
ing a new theory which tries to preserve Dickie's central theme about
the institutional nature of art. 7 'In addition, it w0u1d be presumptuous,
and - p0551b1y self - serv1ng, ‘to deny the status of,art to 'ready mades'. v

Dickie is rlght about this.

My basic reason for considering Fountain-a work of art is . - o
the fact that it seems to occupy a position within our art-
world similar to the Mona Lisa, Nude Descending a StalrcaSe
‘and, the like. It is written about in art history books, it
is dlsplayed in art galleries. When I saw it in_ a show about

. ‘1964, Fountain 0ccup1ed the central location in the large
hall devoted to the display of Duchamp's works. The Duchamp
paintings in the show were hung on a wall to the gside. . It
seems to me that there is nothing for us to decide about
Fountain one way or the other, it is a work of art and an
important one. '

Thishleaves_the possibility that Dickie's-account of Fountain and
Duchamp's activity is wrong. If this is found to be the. case, then much )
of the motlvatlon for a theory “of art such as D1ck1e s will be: Undercut.

What exactly does chkle s theory of art entail? Anythlng can be

ert and anyone who sees hlmsle as a member of the artworld can c0nfer .
the status of candidate for apprec1ation. The conferrlng of thls ‘sStatis
on an obJect is sufficient for the ohJect's becomlng a: work of er
This does seem to lead to theoretical problems.* Anlta Silvers p01n§%T

this out. ' ‘ , . - ' ' ’

"It is difficult to see on Dickie's account what could‘p -
- vent ‘a particularly energetic status- conferrer from sweep: hg
through the world systematically labelling every artlfactﬁ‘
"art". 1In this case, to distlngulsh something as art WOukd
not be to’ dlstlnguish it 4t all. Conferring the status o?ﬂb‘
art would have no function and the institution would collhps

In addition to empha51zlng the difference between conferring and’
fying, this~theoretLCa1 p0531b111ty suggests that somethlng mope‘:,
. is involved in the production of art works . | ;
This theoretical possibility raises questlons about chk

understandlng of ”ready mades'" since chkle claims such obJact¢

'ferrlng Ted Cohen, for one, is he51tant to dccept. chkle S

-



this situation with respect to Fountain.

Dickie calls Duchamp's "Fountain'" a work of art with no hes -
itation, and I think he believes it a substantial achieve-
ment of his theory that it easlly accommodates thirigs like
‘the works of Dada. But does it? 1 agree tHat whatever
Dadas practltioners thought ;, their accomplishment was not
simply the creation of Un-art. It was, however, the crea-
"tion of something different.d0 '

"Cohen's uncertainty‘is evident in the importance that he places on the
gesture, which does not seem to be an act of conférring, which Fountain’
represents, "What 31gn1f1cance we find in 'Fountaln we find not in the
urinal but 1n/ﬁG‘Bamp s gesture." ll~‘Thls reflects‘Cohen's reluctance to
accept Dickie's account of what the object Fountain is. Dickie, in his
response to Coheﬁ reinforces the fact that he percelves "Fountain to be
nothing more than %Fe urinal. -

Cohen says that it is Duchamp s gesture which cdn be appre-
c1ated and not Fountain 1tseLf. Fountairn has the gesture
—_—— . e———

significance that Cohen attributes to it, speC1f1ca11y, it -

e was a protest of a kind. But Fountain has many qualities
~which can be apprec1ated——1ts gleaming whlte surface, for
example.

There seems to be a problem hére.. If Cohen is rlght about”the importance
of Duchamp's geéture} and Dickie admlts he 1s “%hen Dickie's response

about what can be appreciated about Fountaln is 1nappropr1§pe. While it

still not clear what the exact hature of Fountain is, .Dickie seems to

1

e suggestlng tHat apprec1atlen be restrlcted ‘to the phy51cal object.

-if Fountaln 1nvolves more than 51mply a phy51ca1 obJect ‘then Dickie is
s wrong. To attempt to appreclate Fountaln solely on a physical basis
would be similar to attemptlng to appreciate a poem on the bas1s of the

= comblnatlon ‘of marks it produces when written down. A poem 1nvolves more

>

~than such marks, and "ready mades" ‘and, thereby, Fountain may al;o in-
voIve'mQre. . S B o
 Silvers is one 1nd1vidual who challenges chkle s analysis of
Fountaln in terms of a phy51ca1 obJect.

I am contending that what Duchamp 'did .to the plumbing flxture

1s 1mportant not as an accompanying gesture which turns a
'plumblng fixture into art, but rather because Duchamp’s activ-

ities plus the plumbing fixture constitute the art object °

called Fountain. This may make Fountaln an_ obJect falling ' '

%
3 ©
1 o~
«
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.on - the borderllne between performance and sculpture ‘but it
does not entall that Fountaln 11es en’ the borderllne between
art and an;art : : :

Thls type of account of what Fountaln is has 1mportant consequences wlth
respect to chkle s v1ew.v In partlcular,ylt entalls that h1s analy51s

bof Fountaln as-a urlnal thaé was S1mply “converted”,lnto an. artwork must
ﬂfbe incorrect.: Silvers makes thlS p01nt ,_”Moreover 1f the obJect called
: Fountaln 1s more than the,plumblng fixture we agaln do not have an-ex--
' “a nonbart obJect made art 51mply by belng called,art- g4 f’f'

3

JLQFountain and the urlnal are not ‘the same obJect then the pOSSlblllty

e o

ngexlStS- On such an account the urlnag is only a part of the new obje/t l.

'The artwork Fountaln 1s a composltlon* f the urlnal and Duchamp s gesst
’ture.q Just as a poem s a comb1nat1on of phy51ca1 and non physlcal/attrli

"zbutes, Fountaln 1s composed of dlfferent types of attrlbutes, and thelg/

-:urlnal 1s part of the artwork»by belhg thé ba51s for the artwo s phy51-

. | =4

i

®

;.cal propertaes ‘ ‘
: Sllvers’ proposal“ls in some Ways analogous to. the

Devereux con51ders W1th1respect to a natural ObJeCt beco_lng part of an

/

‘lf.:artlfact when the natural obJect ls taken home and placed on dlsplay."?

i :Dlele w1shes to allow that natural obJects ‘can become works of art 1n‘7

)

jthls way. G1ven that the artlfactuallty condltlon 1s deemed necessary,.»;'

‘{fchkle requ1res some means for such natural obJedts to become artlfacts.

'";Thls is achleved w1th a spec1al account of artlfactuallty ; However as.
]Devereux p01nts out, lf one understands the natural obqect as formlng

only part of the artlfact then the need for conferrlng artlfactuallty

”ffno longer exlsts.,Thls’serves to ellmlnate a potent1ally serlous prob~t~tjt

'1em.v D1ck1e also w1shes to allow that Fountain’ 1s a work: of art.: Slnce_r
*,‘D}ck1e under Tands Fountaln as. belng nothlng ‘more: than the urlnal '

'account of art \roductlon 1< requlred that allows the pOSSlblllty of an

obJect's becomlng art by means of conferring However,'as Sllvers poﬂnts.

ncﬁg, 1f one understands the urlnal as being only a part of the artworJ

then the questlon remalns open as to’ whethe 6} not art: maklng lS to be.

kthat Duchamp created ‘an- obJect when he presented Fountaln to the artworld/ﬂ

Y

understood 1n terms of conferrlng status. f Duchamp made an obJect d_"

did not simply confer status on. an ex1st1ng obJect there may be a netess-f'

L%
\

1tuat10n tha;';rff} ??
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ary connectlon between artlstlc creat1v1ty\and ar_ ,_tlon, Given -
A 3 . S

Sllvers account of “ready mades” any motlvatlon ¥

pF-exists for adopt—
ing a theory of art that is- based on conferrlng 1s undercut. Thus 1t
is essentlal that the correct account of ”ready mades“ be determlned
Slluers account ‘or one 51m11ar to 1t 15'to be preferred over :
;chkle s for a varlety of reasons. Such an account av01ds the theoretl-
v"cal problem assoc1ated w1th conferrlng that Sllvers p01nts out.' If art
i a: conferred status then 1t is' loglcally p0551b1e for thls status to_'

~be" conferred on every artlfact 1n ex1stence. On D1ck1e s v1ew 7”art“

u;ewednln a fashhon much - llke a proper noun. It 1s p0551ble that every
R #nleldual in the world could be chrlstened ”George” - However 1f one’
>7understands art’in terms of crea’1v1ty and the productlon of new ObJECtS
hthen ”art” becomes -a term that lf used to cla551fy obJects., Sllvers

view. entalls that ”art” 1s ‘a col »on noun one that 1s used to c1a551fy

tobJects lnto ‘a certaln categoryv. Restralnts can be . placed on what con- g

"hstltutes a member of the catego Yo and therefore ;1t is not p0551b1e :j"‘a“;b
]to cla551fy every artlfact as ' work of art.,?"‘ifib,.' '“‘,_ﬂ{~'““ N
: . In add1t10n, Sllvers'.a count offers a more tenable vxew of what

'one should apprec1ate and ev#lwate, w1th respect to "ready mades” 11ke

';Fountaln. D1ck1e ‘is commltted to the clalm that one should apprec1ate"”b

”the phy51ca1 qualltles of Foubtaln 51nCe these are the only qualltles
thhat Fountaln possesses._ Sl vers allowe the pOSSlblllty of apprec1at1ng,

\

‘rand evaluatlng, the gestures of F0unta1n.; This is a more accurate account PO

. xof the actual occurrences i the artworld.,"

e . . S -

_ Flnally, 1f one v1ew‘ Fountaln as belng an: obJect on the border-.
[

_11ne between sculpture and presentatlon as Sllvers does, then one is 1n

';;a posltlon to acc0unt for the fact that more than one Fountaln ex1sts 1n ;
16 -
the artworld..' Just as poems ex1st on more than one plece of - paper

/

S 17 :
qjmore than one urlnal 1s aSSOCiated w1th Fountaln. o Con51derat10ns such

ﬂas these three lead one to reJect the ana1y51s of Fountaln that D1ck1e

“‘offers in termsof theartwork.andthe urimal belng one and the :same obJect.

't-Clearly, Fountaln 1s a more compllcated obJect th&n chkle percelves. ,“f. IERKR

Dickle s theory of art has been crltlcally examlned. It:has failed ti_f¥,x

'fto stand up‘to cr1t1c1sm. JIn adleion, the motlvatlon that 1eads to the 'bﬂ



formulatlon of a theory based on conferrlng has been shown to be based

art.»

o

) onan unproperanalySLS ofthe "readynmde movement” in. twentleth century

However, the questlon remalns as to whether or not a new 1nst1tu-

t10na1 theory can be formulated in light of a proper understandlng of
‘twentleth century art. :

'



| CHAPTER SIX FOOTNOTES =
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1. One of the major cr1t1c1sms of the notlon of conferring is” that
it alters ‘the tradltuonal role-of " the artlst from making
to presentlng.» See chapter four, PP- 42-43..

2;}.. Michael M1fhas ”Art_as a Social Institution”; Per;_5653; Summer“ijh
: 1977 p 332 L e ST ' ;

-,3.,3" See footnote’ three 1n chapter f1ve for explanatlon of the move-
o sment. e ‘ L e e ,

e G T Coe

hﬁf;":1George‘chkle,hArt'and‘the”Aesthetic An’ Instltutlonal Analys1s_ -
‘ (New York Cornell Unlverslty Press l974) p 38. R
5. ‘if‘chkle also dlscusses Walter de Marla s Hégh Energy Bar ‘in the

same context., and he 1dent1f1esthe artwork solely W1th the E
vstalnless steel bar.'”* AR .

6.- Vp‘Mlchael Mltlas op c1t., p 332

‘ol T

: ﬁ7ff“,}:An attempt to do thls is made 1n chapter seven

h;8;%1,apGeorge D1ck1e "The Actuallty of Art” reprlnted in AesthetLCS}-Afj
L s Cr1t1cal Anthology, eds. George chkle and Rlchard Sclafan1 o
(New York: St. Martln s Press, 1977) p- 197 P

1'9;TTY' Anlta Sllvers .”The Artwork Dlscarded” JAAC,;B&%&; Snmmer“l976; 'ﬁ;fﬁbiﬁ}
. ‘ P- 443 SRR . e S R , Lo

-;flO.o ' Ted Cohen,‘“The P0351b111ty of . Art”,:reprlnted in. Aesthetlcs A
e Cr1t1ca1 Anthology,_op clt., P 185 S ~ o

‘ipllclxhtlbld., p 192.. ‘ '.:',3: ,"p ;’r," ,:3:;: T;fiu'x v.ﬁf’.;";fg;f

: 12, George chkie,p"The Actuallty of Art”"op clt., p 199

h"IBQfo'Anlta Sllvers, 0P c1t., p 450

14, ﬂf_Ibld., p. 450

15L \ It is not completely clear An. what sense Duchamp 1s belng crea-p»

Al
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tnve. Howeverﬂ since artistic creat1v1ty is: tradltlonally
vaSsoc1ated with making an obJect and not .choosing one, the.

; ';fact that Duchamp made ‘an object allows him to be - accredlted
- _-with some m1n1ma1 sense of artistic creat1v1ty.‘

s a} .

o

16, ‘?he'originél Fountain'was lost. There was a second version, and. -
’ %, aithird version. The third version was the Galleria Schwarz
. edxtlon, and had elght numbered copies.  All were viewed as
_Fountain, not- ‘reproductions of JFountain. ' See Richard Hamllton,
“ed. Not Seen and/or Less Seen of /by Marcel Duchamp/Rrose Selavy, )
Housuon Cordler and. Ekstrom, Inc.y 1964 S o '

. & L . N . A .
' B i . . 8 l
17, ThlS raises questlons about whlch propertles of Fountain: are ac¢i-
R dental -and which are necessary. Such questlonsvw;l;_not be_
exp11c1tlxiégdressed : e e ' :




CHAPTER SEVEN
THE INSTITUTIONAL THEORY REVISITED

’

, Two questhns remaln about the 1nst1tut10nal theory of art. The
flrst concerns the possrblllty of modlfylng D1ck1e s version of the theory
.so that 1t is.no- 1onger open to tﬁe obJectlons that have ‘been’ brought to
bear - agalnst 1t The second questlon is of. a more general nature and -
'concerns the general acceptablllty of the 1nst1tutlona1 approach to the
problem of def1n1ng art.: These two questlons provrde the focal
:p01nts for the dlscu5510ns in thls chapter. ' ‘\.v'f" A
ﬂﬁh:f- The dlscu551on ln chapter 51x prov1des 1n51ght into how. certain of
the problems\ln D1ck1e s 1nst1tut10nal theory of -art can be rectlfled
A The two problems cited- in chapter 51x are D1ck1e s separatlon of artis-
th creat1v1ty ‘and the aft-maklng proqess, and the clalm that one can - i
produce ‘a work of art w1thout creatlng an obJect. chkle offers a ver—
sion of the 1nst1tut10na1 theory that lncorporates these features because

—of, hls understandlng of the ”ready made movement“ in modern art » Thls

2
understandlng, however has been shown to be unacceptable. Therefore

L1t may be p0351b1e to prov1de .a-new ver51on “of the theory that takes into ‘

aaccount the cr1t1c15ms of the orlglnal vers1on and that is grounded in
a’ proper understandlng of certaln trendsr1n modern art.
'chklefﬁ ver510n[bf ‘the 1nst1tut10nal theory is:

A work of aFt in the c1a551f1catory sense is (l) an arti-
fact (2) a set of the aspects of which has had conferred.
’,upon it the status of candidate for. appreclatlon by some’-o'
A7person or persons- actlng on behalf of a certaln soc1a1
Vxlnstltutzon (the artworld) »

':It 1s the acceptanCe of the notlon of ”conferrlng” that 1eads D1ck1e to‘

_much of hls dif%lculty. chkle contends that such an account is requ1red

o

because of the fact that certaln trends in modern art allow or seem to'-:V

v



. out the creatlon of an obJect the-notlon that wlll replace’ ”Canerrlngu.n :

¥

: e L 4
allow, that one canﬂ%@pvert a non-art object into a work of art. Thls
bt

i

entalls that one cafi’create a work - of art w1thout the maklng of an ob-

‘Ject.‘~queveD; once\one understands, for example, that Duchamp created

‘an'object through hiSapresentation of the urinal, the-object being
Fountain, the need for conferrlng artlstlc status dlsappears. . It once

agaln becomes p0381ble to require the productlon of arn obJect in- maklng

art. Thls allows for modlflcatlons within D1ck1e s ver31on of the in-

st1tut10nal theory

The flrst modlflcatlon concerns the elimination of the problematlc

’

. notlon of "conferrlng” leen that much of the crltlclsm concernlng this

'notlon relates ‘to. the fact that it allows for the productlon of art w1th-‘

a

: -5 S ' ' o
is. that of ”creatlng” . ThlS change, in turn requires that. other no-.

1;t10ns w1th1n the theory be altered.  If one is creatlng, and’ not. conferr-

lng, then the notlons lﬂVOlVEd 1n conferrlng 'the status of candldate
for - apprec1at10n" ‘no longer need to playa- role in the theory. Thls is’

a p081t1ve conSequence 31nce the notions 1nvolved in the conferred status

: 6

:have also been the subJect of CrlthISm. Thus, the notlons ”candldate
for" and ”apprec1at10n" are 31mply ellmlnated from this deflnltlon of
-art. Cr1t1c1sm has also been directed- at D1ck1e 8 use of the notlonb

’"actlng on behalf of” o The - cr1t1c1sm suggests that ggven the nature oﬁ

the artworld lt makes more sense to consider artlsts to‘be actlng w1th— :

" in ‘the context of the artworld rather than acting on behalf of the art-~

s 7
~ world leen that such a modlflcatlon is ea51ly 1ncorporated 1ntw

new ver51on of the theory that makes Use of the notlon of "creatlng”

- -and’ not Pconferrlng” thls change can. also be made. Thls new ver31on of

.fthe 1nst1tutional tgeory allowe that artlsts produce art- ”w1thln'the con-'

. a result” of- hlS account of "conferrlng artlfactuallty” 8 It has. been

'-text of" the artworld and not ”on behalf of " the artworld

Cr1t1c13m dlrected at DLckiéﬂsﬂaccount of artlfactuallty has: yet'

to be con31dered chkle s- probléerW1th respect to artlfactuallty are .

.v:demonstrated that Dickie does not re&hlre thlS notlon 1f he accepts someiJ'J

Th
. .
I

»
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can become works of art, and, therefore they must be artifacts. However,
rather ‘than clalmlng such obJects are works of art and artifacts, it can
be claimed that these objects form only a part of. the work of art and a
part of the artlfact.9 This elimlnates the need ‘for a spec1al account’
_whlch 1nvolves artlfactuallty being conferred and as a result elimi-
nates the concerns with Dickie's account of artifactuality. '

Given’ the proposed mod1f1cat10ns a radically different version of
the 1nst1tut10na1 theory comes. to llght "A work of art in the. cla551f1—
catory sense, is. (1) an artlfact (2) wh1ch is created w1th1n the context
of the artworld. Much of the crltic1sm that was directed at the or1g1na1
-version of the theory no longer applles._ Thls is hardly surpr1s1ng \
given that the new version of the ‘theory does noR\izntgxn four of the ‘
notions; and - altersvthe account of the fifth, that were originally pre-
"Sent.lo v | : .

S Slnce the notlon of the "artworld” is malntalned in the new ver-
sion of: the theory,_cr1t1c1sms dlrected at this notion in the or1g1nal
formulatlon proposed by D1ck1e must be re- examlned One such cr1t1clsm
‘_concerned the scope of the artworld, 11 It is. Stlll not. clear ‘how the
boundarles of the artworld can be deflned Concerns about the boundarles
of the artworld manlfest themselves clearly when one con51ders questlons :
about whether or not a’ small child, or hermlt can produce works of art.lzi
'It is dlfflcult to see ‘how this poss1b111ty can be denied. However, if
'ithe questlon 1s answered 1n the afflrmatlve 1t becomes unclear what dis-

~ tinguishes the artworld: from society at large. ' l ©
" . It is essentlal however . that some means be found to make such a
.dlstlnctlon. Since, on the modlfled ver51on of the theory, art is "created
'w1th1n the context of- the artworld", the artworld appears to offer the
‘only p0351b1e means of dellneatlng the class of works of art from all
'other classes. The notlon of "created"vcannot prov1de such dellneatlon
h51nce creat1V1ty is not restricted to the artworld "Within hhe context
TofM also falls ‘to offer the necessary means for the. 1dent1f1catlon of

‘fart works. An§ funct1on that such a notion can serve requ1res that omne

iantecedently determine the boundarles of the artworld since. the appllca—

tions of ”W1th1n the context of " are not restrlcted to s1tuatlons 1nvolv-h
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ingvart.l3 One may act within the context of the educational system,
for‘example_ and there is over- -lap between the ‘educational lnstltutlons
‘and the artworld Therefore, when one is acting within the context of -
the educational 1nst1tut10ns one must have knowledge of  the boundarles
'of the artworld before one can know 1f one is actlng within the context
"of the artworld as well.

The problem at this point, 1is analogous in structure to the prob—

lem Dickie faces: Wlth respect to distingulshlng the activity of Duchamp

in the presentation- of the urinal from the activity of'a plumbing sales-~
man‘attemptlng to sell his merchandlse.14 On Dick%e s view, the only E ‘
rmeans of distingulshlng the activitles of these two - inleiduals is on the:
'basis ‘of .the activities taking place 1n digferent 1nst1tutlonal contexts: A
"However if such a way of dlstlngulshlng th% activ1t1es is to be adequate
a means by Wthh the artworld can be dlstingulshed from all other insti—
tutions must be providedt It.should be noted that.any attempt to define
the boundaries of the.artworld cannot make reference ‘to making art. For
example,; one cannot. claim that‘the'boundaries g% the- artuorld are defined"
Cin terms such as ”anyone who makes art is a member of the artworld”' On‘
the institutional model one must be a member of the artworld before one
can make art. This: feature of -the. 1nst1tut10nal theory, together with

the fact that the artworld is such that "anyone who sees himself as a
member of the artworld is” thereby a member” ls means'that no rigidly de- -
fined boundaries can be provided for ‘the artworld.‘ This- should not be .
found ‘surprising. The artworld as it functlons in reallty, lacks such.
boundaries;; The artworld as an institution, is 'an establlshed prac-
‘tise or custom" it is not "a~ corporation” 16' Therefore to attempt to

'impOSe rigld boundarles on the artworld besides being dlfficult o%“im—“

p0551b1e would be to fa11 to appreciate the way the artworld actu'
’functions. R o - ’

The inability to establlsh boundarles for the . artWOrld howlver _
L seems to allow for the ex13tence of éounter -examples to the new formula—
btion of the theory.’ Consider ‘again: the case of an artist whoqkeeps a -
,diary containing his own- thoughts and feellngs towards the works of art.

that he creates.l7, The diary is clearly an. artifact.‘ It seems to be the

-



- the modified- version of the 1nst1tutiona1 theory.' Clearly,‘diaries are
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_case that it was created.within the context of the artworld. If this

: \ - /‘ . . . ’
case 1S not to serve as a-.counter-example, then one of two alternatives

must be adopted. First; one may . deny that the notion of the "artworld"

‘covers such a case, or, second, it mdy  be claimed that the artist was not

'acting within the context of the artworld in the keeping of the diary.

Given that the artist uses the’ diary to record his thoughts and feelings
about his works of art 1t is difficult‘to‘see how either of these alter-
natives can be .adopted. o

Any attempt,that is made to clalm that the notion of the ”artworld"

1s 1nappropr1ate in such a case results in changes in the notion as ut

' has been understood.' Such a claim results in a more restricted ”artworid”.

The artist is clearly ‘a member of the artworld on the: orlginal account

of the artworld.- In fact it is difflcult to see how the artlst .can fail

to be a member of the artworld under any descrlptlon of the artworld

The seconﬁ alternatlve Wthh involves the notion of ”w1th1n-the context

of, seems to be equally problematic W1th resp%ct to formulating a‘res-

ponse._ CiNen that a broad notion of the !artworld" must be. retained it'
seems to be the case that any activity that is associated Wlth art consti—
tutes activlty “withifi. the context of" the artworld. If the artw0rld con-
cerns alloact1v1ty that is related A0 art, \then an artist in putting
hls_thoughtsion paper'about:hLS'worksvof art is performing an act1v1ty

related~to art. It 1s difficult to see how thls does not entail. that thé

_artist is worklng within the ‘context of the artworld. The diary is,

therefore, a work of art it is an artifact which ‘was - CrLated w1th1n the

conte&t of the'artworld. Thus, a counter- example ‘has. been formulated to

‘ obJects which are c1a551f1ed as works of art under only the most unusual
18 .
ﬂCOﬂdlthnS.»‘ There is‘nothing special about this case. However; on

‘this version of the theory, it does qualify -4s- a work of art.,‘

A new formulation of Dickie 8 inst1tutiona1 theory of art has .
been considered. Alteratlons were ‘-made in the orlglnal yersion . to attempt -
to account ‘for the cr1t1c1sms that had been- brought to bear against it.
Even in its modified form the theory is opern to cr1t1c1sm. As is the

case with much of the cr1t1c1sm directed at the ‘original version of the ',

P
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theory, this criticisn relates to the notion of the ”art@orld”, and its
relationship to the other notions in the theory. This raises questions
about the acceptablllty of the notion of the ”artworld” for playlng a
role in any theory of art.

-

Dickie' s 1nst1tut10na1 theory of art seems to represent a radlcal
t

departure from the tradltional attempts to answer the questlon ﬂWhat
is art?". For this reason, even: though chkle s version and a $ubstan-
tlvely dlfferent formulatlon of the theory fail to stand /up undir criti-
cism, the p0551b111ty of deflnlng art in a way that preServes the insti-
tutlonal‘nature of Dickie' s_theory must_be'consrdered. /The essence of
the institutional theory'inyolyesutheﬂclaim'that'art must be understood-
in terms of inStitutional properties. Therefore the flrst questlon that
" must be considered in evaluatlng the whole 1nst1tut10nal approach to de-
fining art concerns whlch of the notions - in D1ck1e s theory are- essentlal
-to the type of- relatlon or relatlons ~that the institutional “approach |
;requires.' ’ ' ”
Given that the'alternative'formulation'og»the institutional'theory

considered earller lacked several’ of the notions found ‘in chkle s ver-
~ sion of the theory, 1t is clear that these notions qannot be essential
to any ver51on of the 1nst1tut10nal theory. 19 This leaves only two of.
the central notlons of chkle s theory to be con51dered. They are the'
notions: Qf "artifact" and the. "artworld". The questlon of whether or
not artlfactuallty is a necessary condltlon for art is independent of -
questlons'concernlng the lnstltutlonal or non—lnstltutlonal, nature of
art. 20 Therefore artlfactuallty is not an essential element of any in-
. stitutional theory of art. - This leaves only one of Dickie's central no-
tions:>the notion of the "artworld". - l

| The notion of the ”artworld”, or some analogous notion, is clearly
essential to any formulatlon of the institutional theory of’ art.v The
:instltutional approach ‘to_defining art asserts the existence of some re-
lation between the work of art and a soc1a1 1nst1tut10n, without some’
-lnstltutlon, the necessary relation cannot exist. Therefore, the central .
question thatvmust'be addressed in;evaluating_the institutional"approach

in-general concerns the‘notlon of the "artworld", and the exiStence of



T

sOme appropriate relation between-art objects and the artworld. If 1t
can be shown that the notion of the "artworld" cannot play a role in de-
f;nlng art,, either directly or by stan%lng in a certain relation, then

the whole institutional .approach to the problem of defining art is un-
A . . , .
L
leen that the notion of the ”artworld” is essential to any ver-

satisfactory S \

v510n -0of the 1nst1tut10na1 theory, the cr1t1c1sm directed at both the orl—'
ginal theory and the alternatlve formulation must be re-considered. In’
-particular, an attempt must be made to determine if such crit1c1sm has
general appllcatlon to a11 posslble versions of the 1nst1tut10na1 theory.
One cr1t1c1sm;that is ‘common to both versions of the theory concerns the
boundarles of the artworld 21 It rs~not clear how the;boundarles of the
artworld are defined, or its memhership determined The institutional
_apprp?ch'uin generale seems to have. the same dllemma that is present in
both Eormulatlons of the theory. Can a small child make art? What aboutv.
a herm1t7 If one attempts to answer in the. negatlve,'then one is faced
with emp1r1ca1 evidence' to .the contrary.22 Parents proudly dlsplay thei
‘“art” that their young chlldren bring home from klndergarten. It is -
dlfflCult to see .how one can deny that such. obJects are works of art,
.unless one already has a theory in mind that dlsallows them. This simp-

1y results in a fallure to view the emplrlcal data obJectlvely. There—
fore, the_questlons about small chlldren and hermits must ‘be zanswered

in the affirmative. Thls turns the artworld ‘into l1tt1e more than society
at large. While such a characterlzatLOn of the. artworld seems accurate
it resuLts as will be seen, in an artworld that has no ‘explanatory power. -

o Given the w1de~open nature of the artworld the relations between

the work of art and the artworld increase in importance.v It is these re-
1ations that will determine the viability of the 1nst1tut10nal approach
.to defining art. The relat1ons ‘that exist are of two distinct klnds, and
.thLS'reflects the fact that the institutlonal apprOach<?ust prvade ans-
wers to two. distinct questions: . One, what is the relatlonshlp between
'the artworld and its membershlp? Two, what is the relatlonshlp between
,the work of art- and the artlst 23' Eadh of these questlons requlres in-

‘d1v1dual attention in order.to determlne if any answer w1th1n the 1nst1-;



,tutionaliframework can provide a satisfactory def{nrtion of art. ) .
b..The'first question concerns the relation that'exists between the '
~artworld and 1ts membe$sh1p. On Dickie's ver51on of the theory, this’
,relatlon is understood in terms of "actlng on behalf Of”, whxle the new
formulatlon proposes that thlS relatlon is "acting w1th1n the context
of". Consider any relatlon call it X that is de31gned to be the rela-
tion: that exists between the: lnsthgutlon of the artworld and its member-
ship. It is clear that this relatlon ‘alone cannot provide an adequate 1
basistfor ‘a deflnxtlon of art. X, as a relation, stands between‘the
iartworld and all of "its members. Thus, X stands between the artwdrld
'and artlsts the artworld and . art critics, and'theaartworld and art gal-
lery directors; it stands between the artworld and any $ndividual who is
a member of the artworld. leen that it is ‘artists who produce art, and
‘not, for example art crltlcs, X W111 not provide'afbasis'for‘distin-
gulshlng the art~mak1ng actlvltles of artists from the activities of
critics Whlch donotrcount as art—maklng. Therefore ,+At is ihpossible
for an; ‘relation thqt lS des1gned to answer the questlon concernlng the
erelatlon between the artworld and its. membershlp to provlde the sole
'ba51s fOr defining art. Some'other relation is- required. o
) The _second - type of relation, call it Z cbnqeﬁps the relation that
exists between the artlst and the work of art. If the institutional o e
" approach is to be Sound then a'relation of thlS nature must be provided o
to define art Two pos51ble types of relations may be forwarded ‘that
attempt to establlsh the relatlon between artists and works of art and
'thereby delineate ‘the ¢lass of artvobJects from all other classes. :One
relates the artlst and art object through a unlque ect1v1ty that lS dis~-
tinct from all other kinds of act1v1ty The - second relates the artlst
and work of art i a manner that ls not dlStlnCt from all other activity
"except by!neanSOf the act1v1ty staklng place in a certaln soc1al settlng
or 1nst1tut10n. ALl relations that connect the work of art and the. art-
‘ist must ‘fall into one of these two . categorles. Each‘of these pos51b111f‘
ties must be. examlned in order to determlne 1f dr. can\proQide'a basis
. for definlng art whlch is compatlble with the essent1a1 ‘nature of the

o

1nst1tut10na1 approach
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* The first p0351b1e understandlng of relation Z is in terms of an

‘gﬂﬁ _act1v1ty that is distlnct *from all other act1v1ties regardless of thetrﬂ

v
AN

respective instltutlonal settings. 2 {s here a relatxon that exists
between artlsts and works of art, and the unique activity associating
the two is found'nowhege else. 'Examples of such a relation are\”creat—'
ing sfgnificant form!, or "embodying emotion'. 24 If Z is understood in
such a fashion, then the relation between the artist and the art obJept
is-defined in terms that make no necessar reference to a social insti-
tution. This results in the 1nst1tution laying no role in establlshlng
the distinction betWeen the class of art objects and all other classes.
The 1nst1tutlonvof the artworld and the notion, of ‘the "artworld", do not
act as a component ‘of such a relation. Therefore,_the class of art ob-
jects and the actual deflnltlon of art ‘are established without refer—
ence Lo an- 1nst1tutlona1 relatlon. If Z is understood in such a fashlon
then the 1nst1tutlona1 approach cannot be sound since no 1nstltut10n

-

’ plays a role in understandlng Z. : : B

- Y

~

'“2”f The second p0551b111ty allowS that the relatlon betwaen artlsts
and works ofartdoes notconcern an act1v1ty that is dlstlnct from all
other act1V1ty except thr0ugh taklng pLaCe in a specified social . 1nst1tu—

ot on. . Examples of such a relatlon’are "conferring the status’ or '"creat-

25:¢

ing" If Z’lsbunderstood in this fashion, then 1t fails to prov1de a

means of devlneatlng the class of WQrks|0f art from all other classes.
Consxder th notlon of the "artworld” The "artworld" elther may: have a

4¢~"

boundary andj embershlp that .is clearly defined, or it, may lack these

charaqterlstics. Supp0se that the notion of the "artworld” forwarded in
the 1nst1tutional approach 1s,based on the Clalm that the ”artworld”
" has these features.’ The posse551on of such- characterlstlcs means: that:‘h
the notlon “of | the "artworld” that is functlonlng in- the institutional-
approach 13 1ncon51stent with the actual artworld. Therefore, the in-
stltutlonal approach is 1nadequate because\it fails to offer, and  be
based upon, an accurate account of ‘the relevant social 1nstrtut10n.‘

' Suppose “on the other hand, that the notlon of the'”artworld” is
understood 'in a manner that 1s consistent w1th the actual artworld.> On
such an ana1y81s of the "artworld”, the. artworld lacksfany clearly de-

4
X



flned boundarles or membershlp.‘ However,.thls 1s problematlc.- Given
that Z is deflned as to' dlstlngulsh the act1v1ty of artlsts from othersnﬁ
;_solely"on the basis of the relevant 1nst1tut10ns fallure to have a, g
l/f‘clearly deflned 1nst1tutlon results 1n a. failure tolbe able to adequate-,f hc 1
.7,‘ v ly 1solate the class of act1v1t1es assocrated w1th Z from all other activ-
b ,fv 1t1es.€ Slnce the instltutronal approach attempts to deflne art on thlS\
: - p0551ble understandlng of Z ,on the ba51s of the- dlfferent soc1al 1nst1-”
- tutlon governlng artﬁlthe 1nab111ty to 1solate the act1v1t1es that occur
in the 1nst1tutlon results 1n~an1nab111ty t01solate the class of art ob—i
.Jects from other classes. Therefore if Zis understood as: belng a re—_
1atlon that connects the artlst and the work ‘of . art on. the ba51s of &

!

social instatutlon, and not a distlnct’activ1ty, then it 1s not poss1blel
\ .

to offer an adequate definltlon of art w1th1n the context of the 1nst1—'
tutlonal approach.; Thus, the artworld falls to have any explanatory power
w1th respect ‘to offerlng a characterlz_tlon of tne relatlon between art-u

rsts and art obJects, and . as a resul‘

{ the notlon of the ”artworld”

falls to have any explanatory power w;th respect to defrnlng art.* Thus

‘.chkle s ac¢ount and fOr the modlfled 1nst1tut10na1 account offered
earller in thls chapter, but 1s 1n fact the ba51s fOr the reJectlon of
.the lnstltutional approach in general S , DR .
ST The instltutlonal approath """ in the flnal analy51s fazls to prov1de
:}any adequate basis: for. def inj ng: art.ﬁ This is’ not to say, however that
“thls fallure entalls that.&h§ 1nst1tut10na1 approach 'and D1ck1e s ef—‘

Torts to formulate a deflnltion within the context of thls approach,rfall

to prov1de any useful 1n31gbt 1nto the lssues concernlng the nature of ’ ‘
l'.a? Such 1nsight§ are present and 1n conclusipn they mu$t be‘clarl_ i?h'ﬁf';

“1fied. "L o R T LA R R “:‘~~ AL e ;
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o f The most important featureof thelnstltutional approach to deflnzng 'E, A“N
"V art concernlﬁthe explicit neference to a social institution. In this'”
fashion,‘it serves to. make clear the largely unacknowledged‘fart that

"ﬂ‘ art in s%?e manner has a social or cultura& nature., The dlfflculty,

L however is that when the 1nst1tution governing thls soc1a1 act1v1ty, he;-ﬁ L
I T I ek L P - Fna
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: does 1n the 1nst1tut10nal approach. P LR _'g"f E ?ﬁ#

;attempts to. deflne artu The notlon of ”man” was - burled in ”man—ma e”

'“stltutlonal approach cannot 1tself prov1de a: ba51s for deflnlng

'*ftheorles. The 1nst1tutlonal approach makes exp11c1t as_well a

fthe 1mportance ’of the social nature of art.

e 3 '\
~with- respect to understandlng the nature of art. , It forces one to’ cqn- \
»i'51der art 1n a larger perspectlve rather than focu31ng one s attentlon o

S 1
ﬁ,so narrowly that orie| is examlnlng art in; a vacuum.' Tradltlonal theor\

\
|
|
: lng questlons about the nature of art.»' The 1nstitutlonal approach makf
1,c1ear that art musq be studled evaluated and deflned 1n an instltutlona

hvor,socral,vcontext,

‘/ Si, o o ﬂ:‘ - i .“;-78‘

artworld, is. construed 1n the proper-. and correct way, thls 1n31ght is -

;seen also:to be contalned withln the context of ‘the.. tradltlonal theor-l

w:ies. It has‘51mp1y been taken for granted '1n many cases, that artlfacta

uallty is & necessary, but. relatlvely uncontroverSLal condltlon for art.

'Yet when one reflects on the notlon of: artlfactuallty, Whlch is’ loosely

understood as. "man-made”, 1t becomes clear that' the notlon of ”man”,inc

”man-made” represents no more or. less than the notlon of the ”artworld”ﬁ§l,

el L \‘i‘

‘h In some way, therefore, both chkle s. account of the 1nst1tut10n-

al theory and the modifled ver510n are 1n one sense, redundant.u Both

”‘,of these’formulatlons make exp11c1t reference to the notlons of ”artl—'

_fact” and the "antworld”:a chkle falls to reallze that such redundancy

s presentuln hlS theory because even though he sees that the artworld

has to - be broad and w1de he thlnks that the other notlons are essentlal

'Thls leads h1m to,llmit the artworld 1anays that are 1nxconf11ct w1th

ﬂ~<hls orlglnal understandlng of the artworld.27 In addltlon, the fallure

to recognlze thls redundancy 1s traceable to the fact that D1ck1e h,as,‘(p

o

451';;_

"whlch 1n turn was burled 1n "artlfact” - Therefore, even though thezln-

lh'concernlng the nature of art that are hazy,_and 1mpllc1t 1n t adltronal

}Afaf:: Recognltlon ofrthe soc1a1 nature of art strengthens one's p081t10n

\

AYY

1es have sometimes falled to retaln a large enough perspectlvé in examln
!

vl
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“c .. CHAPTER SEVEN FOOTNOTES :
y o . . - o :
B : ) % "ln ) . :
1. . . The 1n81ght s;ems from. the dlscu551on concernlng Sllvers. See
T e chapter stx, pp.62- 65 S e : R
"
2. . The. support for this clalm is found in Cohen's and Sllvers' dlS—
e cu551on of Fountaln.v See . chipter 31x, pp 61 65. .
5;3;_f‘ George Dickie, Art’ and the Aesthetic:.An. Instltutlonal Ana{;sisw
Lo (New York: Cornell Unlver51ty Press 1974) P 34, y/A R
Ah;vgﬁ D1ck1e makes exp11c1t use of the term "convert”~ See ge rge
ST chkle,Jop c1t-, ‘pabb. = S 1~ﬂ*" e (
TSR For a dlscu551on qf thls 1ssue, see chapter four, pp 42 44
”~”6I"'.‘jSee chapter f1ve,,pp 53 55 for Cohen s dlscussfon of these con-_gr
IR, ’*,cerns. R R // L i R
:xZ;.; Bachrach dlrects this cr1t1c1sm at’ chkle" SeerchapterLfour;f-f%;
o pp 44 45 - : ) i, ‘}"’ R e
':»ﬂS.‘h '»For,discussion of.this”concern, see‘chapter“three’”pp.30-33.
9. . QP vereux dlscusses this p0551b111ty. See chapter three pp.34f35;_l.
10. The four notlons thatlare deleted are "conferrlng” '”candldateﬂ':fﬂ_i" _
' " for” :”apprec1at10n” and’ "actlng on behalf of!'", The notion- o
! ‘of "artxfact” is construed differently- because of the elimlna-
'tion of the p0551b111ty of "conferrlng artlfactuallty” ‘
E Al N . . ‘
'll;;“iSee the dlscu551on of Cohen s concerns, chapter flve, pp 50 52
l " S A ) : : . o , .
'.12,. tFor the orlglnal dlSCUSlen of thxs example, see chapter four
oo EpAdbas e o :

"‘1331Af This seems to reflect a problem with the notion of the "artWOrld”;ﬁ"
BRI The problem is. con81dered 1ater in thlS chapter.‘ ’ : s

)
o

ih lde“'uiSee chapter five, PP- 50 53 for a dlscussion of thls case.;"5

‘f_ ist i fGeorge Dickie, OE.Clt., p 36 ‘$§5f

Sy




llf16"l‘ These terms are.used5by‘Dickiel, See chapter four PP- 38 39

170 Thls example 1s»a sllght modlflcatlon of one used by Blizek. For N
. ' hlS example, and dlscuSSlOn, see chapter five pp 54 55

18..- The unusual condltions usually lead to the diary belng consxdered‘
g . as literature.  This is not the case here. It should- be noted

‘ that, on this version of the’ 1nst1tutlonal theory, ~any book

3 concernlng art. is a work of art.

19. For the sake of completeness, the reasons that these notlons are ,
S _not essential” w1ll be prov1ded One can maintain the 1nst1tu—‘
. tional nature of Dickie EE theory W1thout retaining the notion
. of. "conferring” As the theory's title suggests, the’ essent1a1
_‘}nnature of ‘the 1nst1tutiona1 appfoach concerns. the existence of
. some relation between’ the work of art and’ a” soc1a1 institution..
ThlS relatlon need ‘no be understood in . terms of "conferring”
.- any relatlon which Ccﬁﬂ s the obJect and the 1nstitut10n pre-
fserves the approach's :tlal nature.d This entails- that the
,conferred status of 'cajdidate - for apprecramion” is not an’
Hessentlal ‘component oﬂ y 1nst1tutlona1 theory of art. ,If
the relation does not/inpvolve ”conferring"“ then there is no
'conferred'st%;us. ‘Analggous: con51deratlons apply with- respect
to "acting-on=behal}f /o of ' A dlfferent relation may requ1re S

'dlfferent notions
X \'ﬂ I

A3

'“':20535' D1ck1e treats these s two distlnct questions. He attempts to
B : establlsh ‘the ar 1factuallty condition, before he examines the.:f
1nst1tutional issue. See_George chkie op c1t., p 27

21.. For a dlscu5510n mf the problem An. chhle s theory,'see chapterolaﬂ
RS f1ve, PP: 502530 ‘ o L =
22 chkie realizes £ at a negative response has difficultles. He _
B ‘offers a notion of the “artworld" that seems broad enough to
1ncorporate such cases. R :
230 - It may be p0531ble to* connect the artworld and the work of art
R L directly.. The: open: concept theory s account of “criterla of i
'*);;recognltion” seems to. represent such a p0351bllity. "The ques-V
" -tion of: whether an obJect is-a work of art is answered solely
. ‘on the basis of .the obJect possessing certain characteristlcs.
w0 “The elevant characteristics could be established directly’ by
SRR thewartworld. For a discussion of the notion of ”criterla of
recognition" see chapter one, pp 2 6 RN

2. Clive Bell offers Vcreating slgnificant form" as the relation in_31’
- “the Formallst theory of art. "Embodying emotion” represents
'ﬁ»one version of the Expressionist theory of art '

lb;éS;f» Dickie presents the first example w1th1n the context of hls theory,

E)

B 25/,\ -
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. \yj : ‘ ’ ' ' -
whlld\eﬁe second example is proposed in.the alternatlve formu-;
1at10n.4' : : i :

26, ThlS follows from the fact that a correct analysls of "thé artworld

presents the artworld as. 11ttle more than soc1ety ln general
27, . Notions such ‘as ”conferring” requirelthat the."artworld” be-under-
: stood in a more rigid: fashlon.- This. produces much of the tens .
81on 1n D1ck1e s theory. ‘ ' L

“Q28' J__chkle s account of ”conferrlng artlfactuallty” 1eads him away -
L - from the notlon of "man-made" é&?
.. 29;' » One must understand .artistic act1v1ty before one -can hope to under- .

tand or deflne, art. The institutional approach makes clear

at: aft-maklng is a.social activity. -Artists make art, with the
sumptlon Lhat there will be spectators. The. potentlal 1mport—
ance of this., fact 1ﬁfoften 1gnored in trad1t10nal theories since,
‘artlfactuallty is takem for’ granted..” For example, by focu51ng&ﬁ

_ exclusively on the notion,of - "31gn1f1cant form",. and assuming ..
. ﬁ'":' ”“artlfactuallty, Bell. completely 1gnores thls polnt. ',;Li_j Y
‘30,j' Such ‘an understandlng helps to clarlfy the 1mportance of the specta-h.~'fe

tor in the artistic process. ‘”One da@ in 1957 speablng as a’
'mere artist!'’ before’ a Tearned’ seminar- on: contemporary @esthetlcs
in Houston Texas,’ Marcel Duchamp proposed a somewhat surprlsln
def1n1tlon of the spectator's role in that mysterious:process:
, : known’ as’ creatlve art. 'The artlst Duchamp said, is a 'medlumls—
ot tie belng' who does ‘not really know what he . is doing or why ‘he is’
o d01ng it.  It.is - the spectator ‘who,. through a kind of 'inner os—v'
”\mOSLS' decxphers andrlnterprets the work's inner quallflcatlons,‘

relates them to the external world, and- thus completes the. creat-: .

dve cycle." Calvin Tomklns The Brlde and the Bachelors (NGW'
York The Viklng Press 1962)

) SR Thls may reflect ‘some of the dlfflculty experlenced 1n attemptlng to
: ' determlne ig the hermlt can create .art.- . The hermlt is in. the Lo
‘ unusual posltxon of belng both . the artlst and the- spectator.,

v

32, An 1nst1tutional perspectlve also prov1des 1n31ght into the dlstlnc- o

- tion: between ”being a work of art" and "belng accepted as- a ‘work
. of art" : . . . . e
33, ThlS is a consequence of the fact that the 1mportance of ‘the- artl-

factuallty cond1t1on is’ demonstrated by. the 1nst1tutlona1 PR

N . N Sy
v . . N
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approach. : ‘. 5‘5f k BN s
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APPENDIX: ARTICLE ABSTRACTS

;

ﬁa. o 3 : ‘ ' .
‘AagaardLMogensen Lars. V”The Alleged Ambigu1ty of 'Work of Art'”, The
Personalist, vol.56, no-~3 (Summer 1975) PP. 305-15.

The artlcle‘ls concerned w1th the ”evaluatlve/descrlptxve” dis-
t1nctlon in art, and how Dickie makes use of it." The contention is that
chkle s distinction has a definite artificiality about it. Aagaard-

’ Mogensen agrees w1th Dickie that we generally know whether or not some-
thlng is awork of art However, he’ contends that Dickie has removed the des-
criptive sense of art from context, and. it is the very context in which

‘it is used that gives it meahing. For this reason theidistinction-failsA
to do the ‘job Dickie‘intendsfit to; the Same»proﬁ}emsvexist as before the
distinction was introduced. An'additional concern relates to Dickie' s
comments on'tautologies The suggestlon Aagaard Mogensen makes is that
there is nothlng unusual about speaking tautologles. leen that thls is

not unusual, the dlstlnetlon leads to no less. confu51on that exlsted be- =

3 s
fore the: dlstlnctlon was cited. - , - -/

e i

Anscombe, G.E. M.: "On Brute Facts” Analzeis, vol.1l8, no.3 (Janhary
‘ 1958) PP~ 67 72. ' o
Ihls short artlcle represents an attempt to dlstlngulsh between
dlfferent kinds of facts. The dlstlnctlon that Anscombe-is attemptlng
to establish is the one that is now commonly referred to as the ”Brute”
' fact/"Instltutlonal” fact distinction. . The former clqes of facts 1s

\ ;
considered to be _more. basic thar’ the latter in that the latter class de-

- pends on certaln conventlons and instltutions. Anscombe attempts to

demonstrate this d1stinctlon by analysing the dlfferences between such-
statements as "The grocer left,some potatoes in a house” as. opposed to

,"John owes the’ grocer flve dollars" ‘ The suggestion is " that the 1atter

86
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depends for its truth on the existence of 1nst1tutlons 1n a way that the

former does not. o . . ‘ -

\.Bachrach, Jay E; ”Dickie's‘Institutionaquefinition of Art: Further
B Criticism", Journal of Aesthetic Education, vol.ll (October 1977),
pp.25-35. " ’ ,

Bachrach raises potential dlfflCUltieS for Dickie's definition of
art in two major. areas. "The first is that membershlp»ln thls‘world is
open to everyone; the second' that when one-racts in conferring status

~upon’ somethlnghas a work ‘of art off2acts 1n behalf of the 1nst1tution

Bachrach's contentlon is that\such open membership opens- the possibility

that an 1nd1v1dua1 may fail ‘to hace\hls claim that this artlfact is a

_work of arg. accepted ThlS follows from" the fact that membershlp in the

institution lS openand thetaklng(ofsomethlng as .'"X" does nofi ee that
‘. the object! inﬂquestiOn is an MX'", The sec0nd difficulty is ne does
‘not act on behalf of the 1nst1tut10n when One, gdhfers, but rather one
acts in the 1nst1tut10n. Thls undercuts the 1mportance of the institu-

tion and leads to. the suggestlon that the artworld 1s an 1nst1tutlon

-~

should not be mentioned in the. deflnltlon.

-

Bllzek W1111am. "An Institutional Theory of Art", British Journal of |
Aesthetlcs, vol 14, no.2 (Sprlng 1974), pp 142 50.

" In thls artlcle Blizek presents a serles of obJectlons to chkle s

1nst1tut1onag theory of art. Several obJectlons are presented which re-
1ate to Dickie' s notion of the artworld. Such an artworld would allow

. too much to be art and too ea511y. Given that membershlp in the art-
world is open to everyone the question® arises as_ to why a. spec1al 1n—
statutlon is requiredm Society at large would seem to be adequate.
LRTiting membershlp in the artworld would also present problems.» Accord-
ing tosBlizek, Dick1e wants a defined 1nst1tut10n but no limitations on
’ membership or creativ1ty. Thls creates a’ ten51on in the theory whlch

_costs the theory much of its original plausibility. The notlon of status

of candidate is also problematic, for it seems to have the consequence f"”

that one cannot reJect -an artlst's work on the grounds that it is not

& \ . ’ ’ . s
. . i

7
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o

- the ”Frultless Search Argument” (FSA) and ‘the "Warehouse ‘Argument ' | (WA)\

: W1th respect to - the FSA Bywater suggests that the argument. has force o ‘:\

-, that ord;nary discourse reflects th

‘ies are rigid and’ closed systems in-the same ‘manner as mathematlcal and

88

(art. This seems to be in confllct with what happens very often in the

actual world. Problems also exist in trylng to retract the status and " in
deciding in some cases who in fact the artlst is. chkle s concept of
appreciation also seems to present dlfficulties 1n that no restrictions
are placed in what, can be appreciated. In additloﬂ lt seems. to allow o oo
the pOSS1b111ty of an ObJeCt which is appreclated but not appreciated

as art, achieving the status of art. With reSpect to "artifact", Blizek
, .

suggests that Dickie has two concepts; one is "man-made', and the other

is “man-handled” This may undercut Dickie's response. to Weitz's cri-
. 1 ’ - ‘

tlcism.

Bywater, William. . "Who's in the Warehouse Now?”,‘Journal of Aesthetics.
and Art Criticism, vol 30, no.4, (Summer 1972), pp.519 -27.

R ’ i

The artlcle is intended as a. response to Kennlck s artlcle "Does|

Trad@tlonal Aesthetics Rest on a. M15take7”> Bywater cr1t1c12es the tw0|v

arguments that Kennick offers agalnst attempts to define art w1th a clojed
\

dEflnltlon based on’ the essentlallst aSSumptlon. These two- arguments are -~

only if Kennick begs the question. It may simply" be the case that the i \
tradltlon ‘has looked for a defxnltlon Whlch is too: 31mp1e. Tgaget more

r N

out of FsA than that contends Bywater is to beg the questlon by assum-

taken to be. In response to the WA Bywater raises three con51deratlons.
Flrst he’ wonders how well Bell could do in the warehouse maklng use of
h1s deflnltion of ”51gn1f1cant form"; as. opposed to someone who lS un-
fam111ar with the theory. Second te p01nts out that the WA assumes i

proper cr1ter1a for identifylng

works of‘art. Thlrd he clalms the WA assumes: that the tradltlonal theor-,;,i;,;;

loglc systems, and then he. argues that: the traditlonal theories do not

i

have to- accept these assumptlons. Bywater also p01nts out that Kennﬁck
-

t has dlstorted many of -the traditlonal theorles by 1ump1ng them toge her L

X under ”Iradltlonal Aesthetics". T 4 - 5;"qi R g ‘ S
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Cohen, Ted. "A Critique of the Institutional Theory of Art: The Possi-
‘bility of Art", Philosophical Review (January 1973), pp.69-82.

The purpose of .this article is to pose several problems that exist

in Dickie's institutional theory of art. One suggestion is that the

analogy between "making a~-candidate-for-election' and "maklng a- candldate—

for-appreciation' is lnappropfiate. ‘Cohen contends that there are quali-

fications 1mposed on any potential candldate for election. Dickie's ac-
count fails to impose any such qualiflcations. Cohenrof;ers—fﬁ?ther cri~
ticism by denylng claims forwarded by D%ckle.‘ Cohen denies that any ob-
ject can be appreciated.- Since.candidateafor~appreciation relates to

the possibility of actual appreciation, it follows that not anyobject

* could be presented as a candldate. An addltlonal suggestlon lS that - _

there are obJects of Wthh appreclatlon is 1nappropr1ate. “Dickie" s con- -
crete mlstake has - been to. suppose that Duchamp's 'Fountaln‘ has any- |

thing whatever’ to do with apprec1at10n. Cohen alsoglncLudes a dlscu551on

Pl

of lllocutlonary and perlocutlonary acts, with the suggestlon that prom-¥>

(Z

ising is a better analogy than candldacy.f

|
1 .
— . T \

Cormier, Ramona. '"Art as a Soci 1 Instltutlon” The.Personaiiét, vo};58y
no.2 (Apr11 1977), pp. 161 68, '

Cormler offers cr1t1c1sm of chkle s definition of art in,four
'.areas. -Three relate spec1f1cally to chkle\svdeflnltlon whlle the f0urth
‘concerns.the general approach adopted by chkle. Cormler suggests prob—p
"\, ¢ lems in ‘Dickie's notlon of ”conferr1ng artlfactuallty" Second he con-
| tends that D1ck1e has altered. the, traditlonal role’of the artist. ’On
D1ck1e s account it is the act of presenting, rather than the act of
creatlng,,which ts important. Cormler's thlrd crit1c1sm relates to what

‘*@yl 1s art and what is not art. The suggestlon is that Dickie's deflnitlon

tch the actual set of art obJects~ Cormler contends that

unt will allow non- art deects tO\become art if they. are’

'S

s,.a_;_a'f'Q-'ciisplayed in\a museum. 1Can not an Egyptian mummy be presented for appre-

|ciat10n in an| art museum without it belng a work of art?" In addltlon

Neg

a%t status wiPl be denied to art obJects which are dlsplayed in rellglous' )

eettlngs. D1ck1e 8 response to such a counter- example, contends Cormler,

(U [ . . o

.
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l raises questions ‘aboyt the "instltutional nature of Dickie's deflnltton"

'yCormier s fourth criticism is reflected in the following ‘“Thus I ac-

. cept Dickie's contentLOn that art is a social. concept but deny that pre-
sent conditions governiné some of the artworld's practises are suitable
to the understandlng and evaluation of the Parthenon Gothic cathedrals)
...and so forth "To properly handle these works one ought to recognize'
pluralism in the ‘arts and, concentrate on contextual analy51s that produce

- an aesthetlc theory ‘which is more than an esotéric disc1p11ne haV1ng
little reference to the artworld's practlces.
Danto,- Arthur. '”ArtWOrks and«Real‘Ihings”,>Theoria, vSl.BQ‘(l973>, A
pp.l—l7. ) S ' o \}\ , . , | ‘ \
In his openlng paragraph Danto begs lndulgence for the style of
Athe essay ‘that followa. It is- easy to see. why. such a request is- in orden, VVVVV -
~ The artlcle lacks any clear focus and it is defEcult to see why it was‘
written, CIt s perhaps best, to regard the essaj as-a series of foot-_ i~
notes and after~ ~thoughts "to Danto § prev10us article "The ArtWorld”
The only ‘additional insight to be . galned into Danto s v1ew on %rt is
found in’ a series of SpeCiflC clalms. These claims take the fofm of _

assertions for the mOSt part.. Art requires an artlst Fakes are nct

'art.r Artworks have tltlesil These are representative of the type of

«

©.claim forwarded._ To truly gain any 1nsxghts through thls a tlcle oné ?g 't.t" -

'needs ‘to haVe read the prev1ously mentioned esSay. -

N

N . B
i

Danto, Arthur. "The Artworld" Journal of Ehllo phz,(l9h4) pa571 84
‘ ‘ . [ . o ;' : ‘ //..
In this article Danto presents an account of t:;/ elationship b"

i

,tween art and the artworld " He 'suggests that one req res artistic theory@

- in order to determihe what is art. Thls c1a1m is illustrated bm,means/

\ ST T

A.fsf?of an examlhatioqgof the "imitation" theory of art : Three other import-
. £y

ant p01nts are suggested within the essay. Flrst, at least one(use of ’ ’

the word nist is’ not prgperly classed under thd traditlonal headings R iR
He suggests that ‘there is an. "is of artistic identiflcatlon“ Second, Lia_j. '
the surroundings of an - obJect are important in’ term of determlnlng 1ts<f"“

.,artistlc status.- If one has more than one\;dentical obJect 1t 1s\p0551-. f

4 N . g R ( i - B . v L . . ~

R . = . - .. . ' : . : i : g i
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“fble for some to be art whlle some others are not. Thlrd trad]tlonal
t‘theorles of art have only served o’ pick: out certaln features ‘of art N
f”rather than to, deflne art.’ Whlle the artlcle 1s assocrated w1th the

lnstltutlonaf' anal sxs of art, 1t has strong leanln s towards the
M 8

Sw

‘h'bpen concept" theory. :,h'~ S ‘vfkf‘

lDeverehx, Dan1el *“Artlfacts "Natural - Objects, and Works of Art"
Anai151s volv37 no.3 (March 1977, ppnlia 37 o
Iy '

Thls short artlcle dlscusses the artlfact condltlon of D1ck1e s

‘»

fdef1n1t1on, and the account of arQlfactuallty that D1ck1e presents.

g count of artlfactuallty. One such case concerns the hanglng of a fern in"

- .one's 11v1ng room whlle another relates to the plantlng of a tree in-
1one s front yard.! The claim is- ,that D1ck1e is commltted to the view
that the fern and the\trEe\are now artlfacts. Such cons1deratlons lead

lDevereux to clalm that some 1hterna1 change 1s necessary before. a natur-

a al obJect can become ‘an artlfact.v ThlS seems to ralse a questlon about
»chkle s clalm that belng an\artlfact is a. necessary condltlon. How-

ever, Devereux(defends the clalm but denles that thlngs such as’ drlft- s

\\\wood can become art.' One addrtlonal p01nt ofxqmportance 1s made 1n a’

&

:footnote. "One could perhaps con51der the drlftwood together w1th the NE

N Devereux presents ’what he takes to be counter examples to Dlele s ac—e‘y

O

"wall as a comp051t10n and a work of art. But in tth case the drlftwood

would only be part of a work of art it would not 1tself be a work of ?;\3

"

art.“ Thls ralses 1mportant questlons about what constltutes works of ,ﬁ‘7

e
k]

_art:"‘g,~’,j e T ,_‘51 e

d*Dickie Ceorge., "A Reply to Professor Margorls” Journal of Aesthetlcs
'and Art Cr1t1cism vol 34 no 2 (Wlnter 1975)f pp 229-3L.

.
o

Thls art?cle 1s lntended as a reply to. Margolls' rev1ew of Dlele s

book Art and the Aesthetlc Ah Instltutlonal Analy51s (Journal of Aes-

thetics and Art Cr1t1c1sm 33 3 Spr1ng"75).u Dickle s:‘main cr1t1c15m

'iy of- Margolls' remarks concernlng the deflnltlon of ”art” 1s that Margolls
falled to make exp11c1t the fact that D1ck1e ls tentatlve and uneasy at

several p01nts.‘ Th1s spec1f1cally applles w1th respect to the notlon of

k]

st



'”conferrlng the status of artifactualxty"» chkle\admats 1n ‘the book _
Athat this’ notlon may be problematlc and he as critlcal\of Margolls for. g
';gnorlng thlS factr, One lmportant feature of the reply c0ncerns a cldim j\
»j‘ ”:that D1ck1e makes.about the notlons of "the - conferred status of art" nd
.the"conferred status of candldate for apprec1at10n . Accordlng to d -

’ chkle these expreSSLOns ”mean the same thlng -» However glven chkle s

‘;deflnltlon of art such a cl"m must be false._ The . consequence .of such

ran equ1vocatlon is” to blur and cov the problems in the notlon of "artl-;'
: ‘, factuallty" ;; .“v : | \ . . L.
leckle Ceorge.' ”Art Narrowly and Broadly Speaklng” 'Amerlcan Phlloso» &

Ehlcal Quarterly, vol 5, no. l (January 1968) pp 71~ 77 .

-5,

" This: artlcle 'is -an early attempt by chkle to work out an account

S of the aesthetlc obJect. D1ck1e dﬁscusses two ways of characterlzlng

vart., The flrst of these ways he refers to as art "brgadlyr‘peaklng”

_the second 1s art ”narrowly speaklng“;;/lhe former\ls used to Lndlcate

o

. 1)
o the work of art whlle the latter 1s used w1th reference to the aesthe:\

't1c obJect of the work of art chkle clalms that nat all of the phy51— u-'h"

’”féal characterlstlcs of the work of ‘art are .part. of _the- aesthetlc obJect. '~§ e

>

'Examples such as. the back of palntlngslare prOVLded in order to demon-; ﬁ’gf

'strate the v1ab1L1ty of thls clalm., chkle also contends that some non-t
'Klsual features of the work of art are part of the aesthetlc object. '
',Noc percdptlble w1res 1n a ballet are dlscussed in, thls connectlon.. The

entral purpose of the artlcle 1s two = fold.. One 1t is de51gned to show '

'tha\ ‘any. account of the aesthetlc obJect in terms of visual propertles{

)

-bmust be 1nadequate and two, 1t prov1des the ba51s for an 1nst&tut10nal

w L ;or cohventlon-governed account of the aesthetlc ObJeCt. S o S T

George.i'"An Earnest Reply to Professor Stalker” Philosophia,. ‘&‘b-,gx;’”
vol 8 no . 4 (October 1979) pp 713- 18 . S e . E

1s essay is a reply to Douglas Stalker s "The Importance of ' 3

: Belng an Artlfact",‘whlch appears directly bef re he D1ck1e responseL

= artlfactu 11ty. He clalms that 1t is p0551b1e for an object to be both -



IR

an artlfact and a natural obJect. - Two, he malntalns .even- 1n,the face’

, of seemlng counter examples, the cla1m that 1t 1s p0551b1e to.make ‘an ..

» artlfact by ”plcklng up and totlng" a natural ObJECt. Lo

. ‘ ‘ . - N » - g _/},—""4, /
chkle George. "Deflning Art" Amerlcan Phllosophlcal/Quarterly, vol 6
T ned3 (July 1969) p 253-56. ”ﬂ.'; Fan L né’ ot o

—
e

The artlcle represents one of D1ck1e s flrst attempts at offerlng»

a complete deflnltlon of ”art” an terms of an "Instltutlonal” theory. I

‘»Q

He suggests that the genus of ”art" is: artlfactuallty.: The dlfferentla

is an artlﬁact upon whlch some soc1ety or sub- group of a soc1ety has-
g

14conferrtd the status of candldate for appreciatlon” f Both the genus and
i

e

dlfferentla are to be understood -as- soc1a1 propertles whlch are non ex—f

: ahrbrted and relatlonal ‘ chkle makes use of the: evaluatlve/descrlptlve

.ldistinction 1n deﬁ1n1ng the genus., The remalnder of the eSSay is dedl— '

s

“cated .to.an examlnatlon of questlons and problems that relate to the

4

dlfferentla.- How is the étatus conferred’g What is 1t to offer somethlng

“as. a candldate for appre 1atlon7"‘

. I -
o L
s ¢

|
4
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B
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o

chkle, George.zi”Deflnlng Art II“ ContemporarylAesthetlcs. Ed,iMatthew"

Llpman._ Boston Allyand Bacon, 1973 pp4118 31 ‘fg”

i . T B R

ThlS arnlcle 1s, as the tltle suggests, a follow up artlcle to

pe

D1ck1e s prev1ous work ”Deflnlng Art” The deflnltlon has been modlfled

s actlng on . behalf of ‘a- certaln 1nst1tutlon (the artwortd) has . con-',”
ferre »he status of candldate for appreCLat;on” : Thls artlcle demon- :
strates Diokre s awareness of the problems that may ex1st w1th1n hls

deflnltlon. . The ulk of the essay 1s spent on more carefully expllcat—

' lng ‘and defending the impgrtant elements of - the v1ew presented ;in the

S

earller work This artlcle 1s also the first time‘that chkle dlscusses e

the thlrd sense of "work of art" th\\derlvatlve sense.,

N
.\;

D1ck1e, George. y“The Actuality of Art: Remarks on. Cr1t1c1sms by Cohen” :
The Personallst”'vol 58, noi2" (Aprxl 1977) pp 169 72 -

Thls artlcle ls intended as a reply to cr1t1c1sms forwarded by

‘sllghtly. ‘The. second clause now reads ”upon whlch some person or. per— S

PRSI
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- 3“"‘ Cohen in “A Crlthue of the Inst1tut10nal Theory Th% P0551b111ty of Ll

T Art" (Phllosophlcal Rev1ew January 1973) chkle clalms to_ respond to‘

three spec1f1c cr1t1c1sms. First, the cr1t1c1sm that he assumes Foun-’
/ e s

taln‘ ‘to be a workiof art. Second the claim that hls analogyﬁbifwfep //h.

7

RPN ; the artworld and polltlcal world is mlsleadlng.‘ Thﬂ}d the faFt ‘that f‘"
‘ {Y»

5.;_.gerta1n obJects cannot ‘be apprec1ated D1ck1e simply: clalms that Foun- -

taln, is a work of art since it 1s treate@»llke the‘ Mona Llsa in" the ;d

artworld. Accordlng to chkle, the analogy is approprlate, whlle\per—'%
o “'."haps not the best analogy, when understood w1th1n the contekt of" hls ex—”

; ‘”p11c1t remarks. The last obJectlon is” 51mply countered by clalmlng that V
”?i” liy'anythlng can be apprec1ated ‘ ‘ ' :

Y L S : L s ‘ o !

S r chkle, GeOrge'. ”The Myth of the Aesthetlc Att1tude” Amerlcan Phlloso-“
ST - phlcal Quarterly, VOlrl ‘no. 1 (1964) pp 56 66 S e

4‘.

;:' As the tltle suggests, thls article dlscusses the notlon of the
JZaesthetlc attltude and chkle s rEJECthH of the notlon. chkle exam— h
"ylnes two differen: aesthetlc attltude theorles., The flrst is, Edward ’
G h.Bullough's theory of ”phy51ca1 dlstance"; and the second lS Jerome:
: 4Stoln1tz 5 account of "d151nterested awareness" _ D1ck1e cr1t1c1zes both
';.of these " theorles on the grounds that they compllcate and m151nterpret

vthe understandlng of an - 1nd1v1dual s act1v1t1es wlthout such compllca~§

- . \

W:A;;ﬁ tlons orxnlsconstrual's being Justlfledor1lsefu1., chkle then goes of.«

’“KY’AF'.fto con51der three ways ln whlch aesthetlc attltude theorles in generalof:'

*:.mlslead aesthetlc theory ‘ One, it. 1mposes arbltrary llmlts on. the no-w
tion of aesthetic relevance.l Two, it mlsconstrues the relatlon of the'/s
‘crltlc to the work of art -and three 1t lS 1ncorrect w1th respect to‘“

'[the relatlon of morallty to aesthetlc value.bv*

: chkle, George.hj”What is Ant1 Art7" Journal ‘of Aesthetlcs and Art Crl-_
thISm vol .33, ‘no. 4. (Summer 1975) pp 419 21. O

: D1ck1e 1s aware that this questlon has become popular w1th1n con-
' ftemporary dlscusslons of art. For thlS reason 1t seems Dickle fecls a’'

" need to flnd a place for antl-art w1th1n his own theory of art.. chkle,‘

ﬁsuggests two types of cases that are properly called antl art w1th1n the L

[
oot

s



context of hlS own theory. These are ”Agconc1 s art” and NZerao's art”
The flrst case 1nvolves performlng an action ‘and maklng a declaration,
but not. produc1ng an obJect. The second case lnvolves 51mply maklng aA
.declaratlon. Accordlng to Dickie ”Acconc1 s and Zero s 'art' is real
: anti-art: artﬂbecause‘they use the framework of the artworld anti: be-xj'
W cause.theysdo/nothing with lt.U_ However this seems problematlci leentﬁ.
: Dickle s olosed deflnltlon ”Acconc1 s art" should be con51dered art
proper whlle "Zero s art" should Smely be v1ewed as non-art.
'fDrEkie;:George;~"”What is Art7”, Culture and. Art}. Ed Lars Aagaard-v
K "‘eMogensen, New ' Jersey: Humanltles Press 1976 pp 21 45 :

;o o - , i

Thls essay 1s merely a. reprlnt of certaln portlons of the flrst

chapﬁer of chkle s book Art and the, Aesthetlc An Inst1tut10na1 Analy—

51s (Cornell Unlver51ty Press 1974)a The essay is composed of pages 28
to 50 from the book : [

el Eaton Marcxa._‘”Art‘ Artifacts -and Ihteﬁtlbﬁsﬁ_ Amerlcan Phllosophlcal
STl Quarterly, yol 6, no. 2 (Apr11 1969) pp 165 69

. ':Eaton c1a1ms that it 1is necessary that -an ObJeCt be an. artlfact
before 1t can be' properly consldered a work of art Others have dlsagreedz-
clalmlng that some works of art are’ not artlfacts., Accordlng to Eaton,

5'”there are good and dec151ve reasons for not agreelng w1th thls v1ew”z

»7?- Eaton supports this clalm w1th two contentlons.Q The flrst is 51mp1y -

; that we are or. could be, mlstaken when we call pleces of drlftwood works
of art.v A more substantlve contentlon, whlch supports the prev1ous one,
lS found in the c1a1m that "Just as. there can be :no warnlngs 1ndependent‘
of intentlon, s0 there can ‘be no poems 1ndependent of 1ntent10n" The.
the31s that would relate to the art questlon seems to be: thls. Before"
somethlng can be considered .a work of art 1ts creator must hane 1ntend—,f’

‘*;jv ed it~ to be so con31dered "and there seems to be a connectlon between

S artlfacts and 1ntent10ns”‘ “If, thls is true 1t~may offer the ”good and

dec131ve reasons” needed to regute the v1ew‘that denles the necesslty of

artlfactuallty to art. However before Eaton can be taken as hav1ng pre—;

sented such reasons much more argument is’ requlred.,
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e
o

96

, , .o
T ..
LI \

‘Fletcher,'James. Rev1ew of Art and the Aesthetic: An Inst1tut10na1 Analy~-

sis. By George Dickie. Journal of Chinese Philosophy, vol.4,
E 77) New: York.: Qornell UnlverSLty Press, 1974 s

In hls rev1ew Fletcher suggests three drfflcultles tﬁat ex1st for
chkle s deflnltlon of art. First the theory is unevaluative - to the p01nt.
where 1t fails to prov1de an adequate criterion for d15t1ngu1sh1ng art' ‘
-from non—-art. - It 1s not clear exactly what such a crltlclsm amounts to

glven that the good/bad\art dlstlnctlon is viewed ‘as ex1st1ng 1ndependent

“of the art/non art @1st1nction. Second Dickie has not forwarded a suffi- .

S

cient account of ”conferrlng the status of<cand1date for apprec1at10n”'

’ Spec1f1ca11y, he has not characterlzed the presupp051t10ns that are’ in-

Lvolved Ihlrd Fletcher suggests that the notlon of ”artlfact” lS too

'floosely deflned He suggests that a tlghter def1n1t10n that requ1res

. that ”the artlst work in some medlum and actually produce a work of art”

is d 81rab1e.' Accordlng to. Fletcher such a defrn1tlon:would resolve

some of D1ck1e s dlfflcultles.

‘o

- New Jersey: Humanltles Press, 1976. " Journal of Aesthetics and Art :
»Cr1t1c1sm vol 35 no.2. (W1nter 1976) PP. 226 28. '

,Culture and Art is a collectlon of essays that for the ‘most part

"lnstltutlonal“ ana1y31s.' Hospers ralses questlons about the ObJeCthES of

such an approach : It 1s not clear whether such an app oach is descrlptlve

or: rev131onary. The suggestlon forwarded by Hospers is that the advocates ,'

of the approach 1ntend the ana1y51s to be descrlptlve.' Thls is a dlffl-f

flnlng art. He ‘then goes on to questlon the fact that. .the 1nst1tut10na1

;theory seems to allOw the p0531b111ty of - art obJects that do not. posSess

e

Jamlesoq, Dale -"A Note on Orlglnailty” Southern Journal of Phllosophy,_ i

‘vol, 27 no. 2 (Summer 1979) PP- 221 =25 . T

In thls short artlcle Jamleson dlscusses the suggestlon that

‘_chkle forwards in- hls book Art and _the. Aesthetlc An Instltutlonal Anal-

ufocus on questlons that resolve around the deflnltlon of art in terms of anw,

fjculty, as Hospers percelves for the "1nst1tut10n" analy31s approach to .de~

1
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ysis, that hlS definitlon should haV0 %ﬁ?‘criglnallty” clause. -Jamieson  gv,
dlstlngulshes betweén two typnswpfiﬁgéba A “There are at least-tno
s,-l"a i"qﬁ-

Vklnds-of copies of palntlng*?“?fﬁfgﬁ ‘ioqéfand imltatlons.j Perhaps it

is plausrble to ‘say that no reproductlon of a palntlng is a worf of art.
1It is surely 1mp1au81b1e to say . ‘that no ‘imitation of a painting is a = *
‘work of art." Jamieson suggests that the’ only tenable "orlglnallty”
clause could pertain to forged signatures which are intended to decelve.
Howéver, this would require’ knowledge of the artlst's intentions. Acf.
cordlng to Jamleson,.”there is no reason to ‘believe that. the ques ioniofv
“‘whether or not- some parnt;ngfls.a work of art turns on-what intentions

the artist might have had in'signing his name." The" conclusion Jamieson

draws is that the ”orlglnallty" condition should be dropped- : ‘_'-. L

T oa

;Kénn;ck WiIliam.’ "Does Traditional Aesthetlcs Rest -on ‘a Mlstake°”
Mlnd vol 67 (1958), pp 411 27. . . Co

\

Kennlck clalms that tradltlonal aesthetlcs rests on %wo mlstakes.

The flrst mlstake is the acceptance of the essentlallst assumptlon
namely, that all works of art must’ have- somethlng in’ comen. The’ second‘;ﬂ
: mistake ‘is 1n assumlng that art: cr1t1c1sm pyesupposes and requlres a
.ftheory of art. Inm essence, the claim of the first mistake rests on . a,(
‘Wlttgenstelnlan fam11y resemblance thesis. Kennlck supports thls by ap—“
j»peallng to the fact that people are generally successful 1n ldeﬂtlfylng
:what is art but fa11 in 1dent1fy1ng obJects on the basis of the tradl—
‘tlonal deflnitlons of art. -This in turn suggests why the traditional
theorles have failed to be 111um1nating. Rather than offerlng a deflnl— 
‘tiom oflart they have presented one p0551b1e means of v1ew1ng and exam- -

~ining art.

Lyas, Colin. "Danto and chkle on Art” Culture .and Art Ed. Lars Aagaard-
’ Mogensen. New Jersey: Humanltles Press,,l976, PP- 170 93.

The artlcle\ls malnly a dlscussion of Danto and only secondajily
‘a dlscus51on of chkle.. Lyas offers CrltICISm of Danto 1n .at least two

~areas. The first area concerns Danto's c1a1m that ”telllng art works

i
-'3from other things is not so simple a. matter even for natlve speakers and’

’

&
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these days one might not be aware he was. on artlstlc terrain without a
theory to tell h1m so', . Lyas questlons the notlon of theory that is in-
»volved here. He d15t1ngu15hes between a strong sense of theory and a

" weak’ sense of theory. The former involves an actual formal theory, ! ' o
while the latter fnvolves internalized rules by native speakers.v Lyas

suggests that only the weak sense of theory is requlred while Danto ' _ s

claims the strong theory vs necessary. The secohd gr& Ydticism in- :

volve& the theoretical - rev131ons that are said to occur ':§n the con-

cept of . ”art" during periods of sxgnlflcant artlstlc development. Danto
claims thls demonstrates a revision of the concept. .Lyas contendskt at
anvidentical concept that recognizes new means of expressing features isd
'con51stent with the 31tuat10n. This 1s 1ntended to undercut Danto! s ac—l
‘count of conceptual revision. Wlth respect to chkle, Lyas suggests

that D1ck1e s account, of ”candldate for apprec;atlon”ils problematlc.u“ ‘.'_ .
_The quesmlon that 1mmed1ately arlses is ”appreCLatlonlﬁrom what p01nt » .
of view?'". D1ck1e w1shes to deny the question can be ansyered w1th "from

the aesthetic point of'vlew. . However, }f one tries to ansyer with-
,v"from7the:artistic point of view" a crudercircularity seems to result.
e, ‘ : o £

eMandelbaum,'Maurice; “Famlly Resemblance and Generallzat1on Concernlng

‘the Arts", American Phllosophlcal Quarterly, vol 2, no.3 (1965),
pp.219;28 ‘ - . o J . :

s

The article chall nges two of the central theses in an "opei. con-
rcept” approach to deflnr:&

art. The flrst chaTTEhée 1nvo}ves the notion

'»of ”famlly resemblance” » Mandelbaum malntalns that the notlon of ”famlly

resemblance” has two distinct elements.‘ The first 1nvolves a non-ex- ' l

- hlblted cohnectlon and the second - certaln notazzable phy51ca1 resemblances.
The contentlon is that the . former has been ignored by ""open concept” ' i_ ‘}’ -
theorists. Mandelbaum suggests that it is at least possible that. the
essed:1a1 nature of art is found ‘in. some relat10na1 attrlbute, whlch
would rely on a non exhabited connection. The same suggestlon is made"
for ”games" -~ The second ‘challenge concerns the cla1m ‘that a closed def-

1n1t1on forecloses‘creat1v1ty. Mandelbaim claims that thls ‘becomes an

open questlon once one con51ders the genetlc connectlon. The artlcle is

1
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a.clear presentatlon of possible problems 1n an '"'open concept” approach
to deflnlng art.,? ‘ LF

, . . . . . .

‘Margolis, Joseph. Review'of Art and the Aesthetic: An Institutional Analy-
‘sis. New York Cornell University Press, 1974. Journal of Aesthe-
~tics and Art Criticism, vol.56, no.3 (Summer‘l975), pp.341-45,

e

-

Margolis' Teview is’ negative to ‘the p01nt of beln 1nsult1ng.’ He
g g g

’systematlcally attacks Dickie's book chapter by chapter._ Since Dickie's

deflnltlon of Mart' is presented in the first chapter, the criticism
'direCted at;this chaﬁter'is‘of importance. The criticism centers on
D1ck1e s account of what is involved in the notlon of belng an artlfact
Artlfactuallty is to be determlned w1thout reference to what 1s a candl-

\

date for apprec1at10n. The suggestlon forwarded is that such a v1ew\ls
problematlc in light of Dickie's account of how natural objects can be
"artlfactuallzed without the use of tools'. Accordlng to Margolls, the -
resulting sltuatlon is such that‘"we cannot determine whether a piece of
drfltwood is said.to be a work of art in the 'derivative! sense or in the
'cla331f1cat9ryﬂ sense'',’ - F |

{ .. - o «

Mltlas, Michael. "Art as-a Social Instltutlon" The Pegsonalist,nnol;56,
no.3 (Summer”l975) pp.330-35. - : o

The artlcle 1s a cr1t1ca1 dlscus51on of. D1ck1e 8 deflnltlon of
‘“art”' Mitias. offers crit1c1sm in faur areas; The first area of criti-
cism 1nvolves Dickie's notion of artlfactuallty. Since he con51ders
artlfactuallty a necessary COndlthH for art he requlres that natural ob-
JeCtS_Wthh are artAbe artlfacts. This leads to his notlon of ”conferr-
ing artifaCtuality”. M1t1as con31ders this- problematlc 31nce 1t seems
, to "v1olate the very meanlng and .usage of the term” The second ob}ec~
“tion also relates to artlfactuallty. According to Mitias, "1f artlfact-
uvality is conferred, the value of artlstlc creat1V1ty would be mlnlmlzed”
Artistic-creativity is generally thought to be essentlal in making art
but conferrlng is such that creat1v1ty 1s no- 1onger necessary to any de-

gree. Art can ‘be produced ‘with no creativity whatsoever. Mltlas"thlrd

obJectlon relates to D1ck1e s. analogy between "conferrlng artlstlc status"

R ) ) . ; ) - v/



to ‘the artworld.
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and "conferrimg knighthood“ etc.'". The claim forwarded is that the sit-

uations are generally different, and, therefore, the analogy fails to

'”throwisufficiedt light on who or how one confers the status of art on

behalf of the artworld." Mitias' final criticism involves'Dickie's no-

tion of the "artworld'". Mitias suggests that .''the concept of the art-

~world is not an adequate principle‘by means of which the nature of art

‘can be interpreted or defined"; this is because art is logically prior

.
Morton, Bruce. Review of, Aesthetics: An Introduction. By George Dickie.
.Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism, vol.32, no.l (Fall 1973),
Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, l97l;.pp,115-l8; ' o
w
In this review Morton suggests several difficulties whlch seem to

' ex1st for Dickie's deflnltlon of ”art”‘ Accordlng to Morton, ”D1ck1e s

theory renders it conceptually 1mp0531ble to create a work lndependently
of the context of an 1nst1tutlon....0ne»would have thought that the ques—
tion whether someone had created a work of art would depend upon what that
person. alone had done, not upon any other status- conferrlng activity."

One point Morton wishes to draw from this is that the first work of art -
could'never have heen created; logically could not have been created.: Two
other p01nts are of 1mportance. . One follows from the fact that almost any-‘
member of soc1ety has sufficient. status to confer./ The co sequence of
this is that ‘any serious rellance on the notlon of an inst tution w1th1n
the analy31s is abandoned. The second p01nt relates to the 1dent1f1catlon
of works.of art "Our artist acqulred the status within the artworld by
creatlng a work of art....But this- answer requlres antecedent grounds for

ldentlfylng a, work of art.- This suggests that there is an undeslrable

: c1rcular1ty in Dickie's deflnltion. All of these p01nts relate to the fact

that the artwork. seems to be loglcally prlor to the 1nst1tut10n.

N

Osborne, H. Review of Culture and Art.' Ed. Lars’ Aagaard Mogensen., New
Jersey: Humanities Press, 1976. . British Journal of Aesthetlcs
vol.l6, no.4 (Autumn 1976) ppﬂ377 79.

e

Culture and Art ;s a collectlon of essays that . for the most part,
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focus on queéstlions that revolve around the definition of art in terms
of an "irstitutional' analysis. Osborde suggests two serious difficul-

ties that exist for the advocates of such an approach. First, the aim

- of the theory is to set forth the principles that exxst in ordlndry dis

course for the "masters" of the term art. It is not clear how a dcter- j@g'

3

mination of the '"masters" can be accomplished. 'Second the notion of
) p

"conferring the status of art! seems to be problematic.. Such an approach‘
is-problematic in terms of (1) who can do it, and (2) how is it done.

Osborne has pdinted out some difficulties that must be faced by the pro-

ponents of an "institutionpal" analysis of art.

Radar, Melvin. 'Dickie and Socrates on Definition', Journal of Aesthe-
tics and Art Criticism, vol.32, no.3 (Spring 1974), pp. 423-74

In this very 'short article:Radar compares the deflnltlon of "holi-
nese” that is offered in the Platonlc dlalogue ”uuthyphro” with D1ck1e s
deflnltlbﬂ of ”art” A dlstlnctlon 1s drawn between an ‘extrinsic denom-
ination and an intrinsic denomlnatlon\ ‘The former deals with the‘exterr
nal relations of an obJect, while the 1atter‘characterizee an object's

essence. Socrates criticizes Euthyphro for defining 'holiness" as "what

o - 9 .
is pleasing to the gods'" as being only an extrinsic denomination. Radar

suggests similar Socratlc cr1t1c1sm would be dlxected at’ Dxckle for de-

flnlng ”art” in terms of "belng presented as a candidate for apprec1a—

':Richman, Robert.’ "Something Common', Journal of Philosophy, vol.59,

no.26.(1962), pp.821-30.

_ The questlon that Rlchman centers on in this article concerns

whether or not all partlculars subsumed. under a general concept must have

-”somethlng common" This discussxon takes place w1th1n ‘the context: of

an examlnatlon~of Wittgenstein s "famlly resembIance” the51s.' Rlchman s

,contentlon is that this notion cannot be understood in. terms of a “net-'

- work ‘of 51m11ar1t1es overlapplng and criss- cr0551ng” The claim is thar

such a notion would not allow for any means by whlch the extention of

the concept to édditional perticulars could be etopped, Richmen.even

s - o . P ) -
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goes as far as to suggest that "it is difficult to see why we should
need more than.a single general'tcrm”. One tmpoftant point of ‘the arti-
cle is tndepehdent of this concern. Richman contends that Wittgenstelin
sometimes fails to keep two distinct points distinct; "(a) that all the
instances subsumed uhder‘a general term need not have 'something common'

(atwas gemeinsam), and (b) that many general terms, as they are used,

do not have precisely fixed boundaries or rules'of application....A term

may be vague even though:all its referents have something in common, pro-

vided that the term describing Qhat is common to the instances is itself

vague;” . )

| : - )

Sclafani, Richard. '''Art' and Artifactuality", Southwestern Journal of
Philosophy, vol.l, no.3 (1970), pp.103-10.

-

Sclafan1 ] purpose in this essay is to establlsh that ‘artifactu-
ality is a necessary condltlon for art. To support this claim he argues
that ""work of art" has a primary sense and a secondary, - parasitic, sensé.
He suggests that a piece "of driftwood on a beach that is viewed as a
'work of art is peoperly considered to be a "work of art'" in the second—
ary sense. Such an obJect is a work of art because it resembles para-
digms of art. It is not a work of art in the prlmary sense because it
‘is not an artifact. However, the essay only offers an account of how it

is p0551b1e to claim that artlfactualxty is a necessary condition for

art.' It does not demonstrate that it must be negessary.

“
4

. . (S ‘ , : B “~ i
Sclafani, Richard. "Art as a Social Institution: Dickie's New Defini- |

\

tion", Journal of Aesthetics and Art Cr1t1c15m, vol.32, no.l \
“(Fall 1973),tpp 111-14.

In thiS~paper Sclafani suggests some problems that exist for
‘Dickie's definitioﬁ of "art”v Sclafani points out that Dickie's use of
the evaluatlve/descrlptlve distlnctlon and different senses of the word
"arg! does not elimlnate the possxbillty of "found" art counter-examples
to Dickle s, deflnltlon.' All that lS of fered is an alternative account
“of what might beohappenlng, not an account of what must be hgppenlng.

Sclafani also suggests that the acc0unt presented as to who can confer
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the ‘status is not sophisticated enough to handle the complexity of the
siruatfon. 1t i{s suggested that two other questions have not heen ade-
quately addressed by Dickig. What capor cannot have the status of art
conferred updn br? What is it to offer up a product aw a candtdate for
appreclatlion? Sclafani makes two additional observations. Une, Dickie's
view does not seem to be of assistance in explaining how we learn and
use the word "art". Second, ”wﬁen we move away from the Duchamp-Warhol

type of case, Dickie's definition seems far 'less plausible.

N

Sclafani, Richard. "'Art', Wittgensteln, and Open-Textured Conggpts',
Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism, vol.29, no.3 (Spring
1971), pp.333-41. =N

Sclafani suggests that the claim tﬁaﬁ "art" is an open concept in
the same way as ''game" is extremely misleading. He sﬁggests that 6pen
concebcs,‘of open-te%tured concepts, can occur in three distinct manners.
All three of these can be found, according to Sclafani, in Wittgenstein.
Thpre are extentions of: the boncept‘to cases whigch do not now exist, but
ones that we can imagine. There are extentions of the concepﬁ to cases
which do not exist, buf we can not imagine. Third, there are borderline,
or hérd,,cases. Scldfaﬁi points to a chair which pops in and out of
e}istence as an exémple of the first possibility. The second option is
present in the imaginary‘numbers, which were admitted as numbers but
could. not be foreseen before the development of'highér mathematics.
Mountain is syggested as a borderline caée; the decision between whether
or not something is”a small mountain or a large hill is pointed to here.
Sclgfani‘claims all thr%e are, ér could be, present in art. The first
cas? would be a péinting thet moved by itsélf. The second and third cases

o

are supposed to be represented by film and "furniture' art. Sclafani

Y

suggests such a complete analysis leaves open the question as to whether

or not a closed concept is incompatible with expansion and creativity in

-

art.
\

Sclafani, Richard. 'What Kind of Nonsense is This?", “Journal of.Aesthe-
tics and Art Criticism, vol.33, no.4 (Summer 1975), pp.455-58.
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( on51derat10ns such as these ‘lead Sclafan1 to assert that conceptual art

'

Thls essay focuses on, what has been labeled 'concéptual art.'

' Sclafan1 s theSlS is that such art does not’ have the 51gn1f1cant phllo—
“sophlcal consequences that many have taken for granted One suggestlon
;1s that Fountaln is'a work o? art only because Duchamp,‘an establlshed

. artlst made 1t so. " Any clalm, accordlng to Sclafan1 that conceptual

art 1s 1mportant must be con51dered ‘in.a. soc1olog1ca1 and hlstorlcal

' perspectlve. He argues this by examlnlng three p0551b1e classes of con-'”

» ceptual art. Flrst he con51ders the ”ready made movement” Sclafan1

attempts to t1e thls movement to the 1nst1tutlon of the artworld Two,“‘*

:_he con51ders the "essays dlscu351ons lectures, etc.’of a self consc1ous-;r'
’le phrlosophlcal or qua51 phllosophlcal sense.” Sclafanl clalms that he '
)falls o see any serlous phllosophlcal lmpllcatlons 1n such works. fIhe
A“thlrd class concerns act1v1t1es such ‘as p1ac1ng colored strlpes on doors
‘;:or blll boards.v The clalm ls that 551nce such act1v1ty 1s 1argely based

'>,on recognlzable movements the act1v1ty 1s not artlstlcally radlcal.

.

has no 51gn1f1cant phllosophlcal consequences. s

o Sllvers ,Anita.3'”The Artwork Dlscarded”' JOurnal of Aesthetlcs and Art

Cr1t1c1sm vol 34 _no 4 (Summer 1976) pp 441 54

~

The purpose of thlS essay 1s to offer cr1t1c1sm of the theorles

N

:'tof art that are prov1ded by Danto and chkle._ ‘With respect to chkle,;*d
"?several dlStlnCt cr1t1c1sms are forwarded Accordlng ‘to Sllvers 1tulsh“
dbrfar too easy for an obJect to quallfy as a work of art. Thls problem
'f?may be a reflectlon of the fact that chkle v1ews creatlng art to be a-

‘process of chrlstenlng. Thls seems to. be: problematlc An that chrlsten4

'fhrng is'a tool for 1nd1v1duat1ng,vwh11e calllng somgthing art is a means‘
"Tr?by which the obJect is cla531f1ed. By construlng art creatlon as chrls-nh
':]tenlng, Dickle leaves open the p0551b111ty that/every artlfact in the

S o N '
'fiworld could be‘"art” ' Such a 51tuat10n woulgfmake any notlon of cla5315.

e

;flcatlon meaningless.\ In addltlon, Silvers suggests that part of the"
-_problem in chkle*s account 1s that he has turned the borderllne, or :
"rhard cases into paradlgms. ’Thls undercuts some of the 1n1t1al pLaus~pd-'

T”ibillty of the account. Perhaps the most 1mportant feature of the artl-fd,v?

r
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g cle is the suggestlon that D1ck1e is wrong, to construe the work of art('
ds the actual phy31cal obJect 1n cases that pertaln to examples llke‘ e
V.Fountaln.‘ leferent cr1t1c1sms are dlrected towards Danto but one 1m—y‘
‘portant cr1t1c1sm is dlrected towards both ‘ On levers'vaccount "bothf.‘
f.chkle and Danto makeqacqulsltlon of the status of . art appear to be -
”rnearly or totally grataltous._ The Artworld then seems ‘to: collapse into
-;anarchy, and anarchy hardly 1s a: state oﬁ affalrs 1n wh1ch 1nst1tut10ns'w:
fflourlsh. : ' ' k S

i“fSCalker,VDouglas; ”The Importance of Belng an’ Artlfact”' Phllosophla
: vol. 8 ‘No.G (October 1979) pp 701 12 3

, The essay is a: dlscu551on of D1ck1e s account of artlfactuallty;
Jand presents two distlnct d1scu551ons.r One chkle s v1ew 1s examlned \ ‘
-fﬂ{rn order to determlne 1f 1t is an adequate account of art1factua11ty. /*¥\_‘
iStalker argues that lt 1s not “He does thls by means of counter exampleso
:and by clalmlng that D1ck1e understands artlfactuallty, 1ncorrectly /as .,’
dﬂa non- exhlblted characterxstlc. Two, Stalker con51ders the view as/a"{”'
grecommendatlon for a new concept of ”artlfact” i The conc1u51on veached J

. 7
'fls that such a recommendatlon»ls poor 51nce 1t results 1n a farlure to

;
/ .
el

"adequately dlstlngulsh dlfferent klnds of human act1v1ty. . s

Va

'7Tilghman;fB'R‘ "”Wlttgensteln, Games, and Art” Journal of’%esthetlcs
‘a_and Art Cr1t1c1sm -vol 13 ‘no. 4 (Summer 1973) pp.5l7- 24

In thls artlcle Tllghman questlons any attempt that could be made.‘-

to glve a- general answer to the questlon ”What is art7”' There are at

,y least two approaches that could be adopted 1n cr1t1c121ng tradltlonal

aesthetlcs. One would be to concentrate on the ”descrlptlve” use and

Q'argue that it is an- open,_and not a; closed concept Thls approach 1s e

“‘tadopted by such indlvlduals as Weltz and Kennlck A second alternatlve

: would be to con51der all of the dlfferent uses and as a result to suggest

o

9 5
that undue concentratlon on solelyithe ”descrlptlve” use dlstorts the

lftrue plcture “of - the COncept. Thls approach leaves 1t open as to whether

-

the concept ‘is open or closed. In fact the questlon is construed as

3 e\‘

llgnaklng nodsense.o Tllghman,\lnthlsartlcle adopts»the;second approach,::

A
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Such an approach isas crltlcal of Weltz and’ Kennick as 1t 1s of the
tradltlonal theorlsts. The questlon is not whether art is . an open or'

closed concept. The issue copcerns whether or_ not the questlon makes any‘

A -

”sense. Tllghman clalms that it does not. He supports such a: p031tlon

by examlnlng various 51tuat10ns where the concept is used and clalmlng;

y

artlcle as the tltle suggests, has a. W1ttgenste1n1an flavor, and thg

notlon of ”forms of llfe” seems to be central 1n the dlscuss1on. -
,'Walton; Kendall Review ofiArt'and'the Aesthetlc An- Instltutlonal Analy—*‘ﬁ
- osis. New York Cornell University Press, 1974 Philosophical" Re-."
.{v1ew (January 1977) p 97 lOl. ’ : L :

s
‘ 'slhe central focus of Walton s rev1ew 1s orlented towards a tradl-_‘{“
tlon in phllosophy of art rather than D1ck1e g book.; Walton spends much o
\-of the review explorlng questlons that relate to deflnlng art in general.fv:
The p051t10n he- advocates 1s that deflnlng art 1s of llttle 81gn1f1cance -
to aesthetlcs. '”My own v1ew 1s that the search for a deflnltlon 1s a‘
phllosophlcal dead end . Waiton s p01nt is- not that ”art" cannot be de—
flned but rather that the deflnltlon,‘lf found would serve no good
purpose._ Wrth respect to D1ck1e s account Walton offers two spec1f1c
cr1t1c1sms.; One, chkle has falled to glve an adequate account of the
”artworld" R Thls is problematlc glven that the artworld 1s a central ;
notlon in hlS theory. Two Drckle s account falls to. provrde any 1n31ghtbi
1nto art.ﬁ Accordlng to Walton, thls.”leaves us hardly better off than
we would have been had". chkle explalned what art; is merely by c1t1ng ‘
paradlgms of works of art and 1nv1t1ng us to. extrapolate from them.l,f

Thls cr1t1c15m seems ‘to’ relate to the testablllty of the theory

Weltz, Morrls ”lhe Role of Theory in . Aesthetlcs", Journal of Aesthetlcs
and Art Cr1t1c1sm, vol 15 (1956) PP- 121 31 ' I

Weltz 5 artlcle 1s an attempt at. applylng a Wlttgenstelnlan accountb

‘;:'of*language-to aesthetrcs., He clalms that tradltlonal aesthetlcs has

attempted to deflne art 1n terms of necessary and suff1c1ent condltlons.;"'

there is no- reason to glve preferred status to some over the others. Ihe',.v'

All such accounts have falled becauserthey elther cannot d1st1ngulsh art_ R

RO
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from. non -art or: they deny the status of art to thlngs that are in fact

art.. Weltz ‘then suggests mhat art’ should be - con51dered as anr”open con—

_cept” and that the fundamental queStlon\\hould concern the use of ”art"'

1n ordlnary dlscourse., G1ven thls, and the descrlptlve/evaluatlve dls—k

tlnctlon, Weitz malntalns that the tradltlonal theorles of art are useful"
‘-t\c.

:zln terms of recommendatlons W1th respect to the lmportance of certaln

}, hcrlterla for art.: The essay is" a clear and useful presentatlon of a

-

‘ / T

'1'Ziff,”§aul. ”The Task of Deflnlng a Work of Art”. Thilosophical_Review,
S vol 62 (1953) Pp- 58 8. DO P M T

Zlff s artlcle is assoc1ated w1th an open concept approach tO'

:jdeflnlng art.h Several features of the artlcle are of 1nterest.f One is"
"Zlff's cla1m that 1t is p0551b1e to. dlspute whether any partlcular palnt—f

'1ng is a work of art. There ‘are ‘no exceptlons.‘ The clalm forwarded 1s

that such dec151ons are made on the bas1s of some crlterla. It should

- be noted that no 81ngle crlterlon lS to be deemed necessary._ The hlstoryptlf”
_of ‘the: concept of art shows that the crlterla can change.v With crlterla ;;1'
kchanges, the use of the expressron "work of art” changes. Zlff also con-f B

.h;tends that part of the use of the expre551on "work of art” 1s establlshedf

u;by the notlon of functlon., How an’ obJect 1s treated 1s relevant to the '
“use of the term ”art” Whlle Zlff 5 artlcle 1s an open concept approach

r"1t acknowledges the 1mportance of 1nst1tut10na1 crlterla in. the analy51s.'




