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Dabney Townsend, Hume's Aesthetic Theory: Taste and Sentiment,
London and New York: Routledge, 2001.

Humes Aesthetic Theory is an immensely stimulating book. Its main purpose
being to defend the view that taste and sentiment have an cpistemological
status for Hume, 1t also advocates that understanding Hume's aesthetic epis-
temology helps to understand Hume's philosophy as a whole, thus clarifving
a series of disputed interpretive questions in the tradition of Hume scholar-
ship - questions concerning Hume's empiricism, atomism, and the theory of
ideas, for example. How so? The author argues that Hume's aesthetic and
moral theories reveal the distinctive way in which Flume incorporates senti-
ment in the inner fabric of human thought, belief, and action. They ascribe
an cvidential role to senument, and thus become paradigmatic for probable
evidence as well. Townsend’s more general claim s that Hume’s aesthetic
cpistemology 1s revealing of the complex psvchological and non-mechanistic
turn of Hume's empiricism. His specific claim 1s that, for Hume, sentiment
15 evidential, and taste is normative. His main task 1s to demonstrate how
Hume proceeds epistemologically in the theory of aesthetics. Stages in his
progress include a historical and an analvtical part.

The first two chapters are historical, and set the stage for the remainder of
the book, bringing 1nto focus the originality of Hume's concepts of taste and
sentiment. They survey carlv modern developments, with a view to the con-
tributions and challenges that came up as a result for Hume's own theory.
Hume’s novel theoreucal solutions are viewed in context as responses to dif-
ficulties met by opponents and empiricist allies alike. Shaftesbury (chapter 1)
15 the highlight, tollowed by Hutcheson (chapter 2), and other architects of
ancient and modern acsthetics.

Townsend 1s carctul to show how challenges came up from all sides, in the
relentless artacks by theologians and rationalist adversaries, with their usual
complaints: that sentiment leads to subjectivism, contingencv. instabiliry, lack
of authority, ¢ven sinful hubris; in a word, that it makes knowledge impossi-
ble. According to him, Hume met these challenges with an epistemological
psychology and acsthetics of sentiment that was superior to all clse in the
empiricist tradition in two sigmificant ways: first Hume devcloped a more
complex psychology of sentiment; and second, he furthered the epistemolog-
1cal authority of sentiment. The result was the ultimate vindication of the
empiricist view of taste as a pleasant emotion and as a fully theoretical term.

Chapter 1 identifies Shattesbury as the main source of the Humean pro-
gramme. It compares and concludes that both shared the same basic msights,
namely that morals and aesthetics rest upon an affective basis, passion is a
respectable source of judgment, and taste is judgment that responds to beaury.
Also both had to grapple with the same questions: how is taste formed? How
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can tastc correct fancy? How to make it stable? And how to settle disputes? In
‘Townsend's final assessment Hume surpassed Shaftesbury. Hume's sharp focus
- on how passions arise from impressions and ideas - madc it possible for him
to ground the passions in the perception of reality (a Lockean thing), and to
show how they are nccessary conditions - the motive forces - to action, taste.
and to arriving at a conclusion. Townsend’s conclusion is that Fume's analysis
alone could raise the passions to the level of epistemological necessity.

Chapter 2 traces the development of the concept of taste from antiquity
- Townsend notes that already in Aristotle taste is discriminative and subject
to positive and negative evaluation - to the modern age. This chaprer brings
a large number of refercnces and related concepts (style, manner, and indi-
vidual artistic expression) to bear on the emergence of taste as a critical fac-
ultv of judging. In Townsend's words, during the process “sense becomes
more and more a direct jJudgment, and taste its cxpression.”

But vindicating the authority of taste is itsclf a laborious process.
Important scctions in this chapter contrast Hume to Hutcheson, and Hume
to Du Bos. Unlike Hutcheson, Hume did not rely on an internal scnse to
account for the perception of beauty, nor did he define beauty as a simple
idea of sensc. Unlike Du Bos, who substituted sentiment for argument,
Hume assimilated sentiment to reason, and did not renounce argument. For
Hume, “sentiment is how one knows that an argument is correct.”

The contrasts help identifving Hume's differential. Neither a critical sub-
jectivist, nor a mechanicist, his diffcrential was a philosophy of sentiment
that provided acsthetics with an cpistemological basis even as it saved beau-
tv and taste (concepts that tend to posit special problems) as thick episte-
mological concepts. Thus taste was vindicated and empuricism provided with
the means to defend 1ts more general epistemological tenets against critics.

In the remainder of Humes Aesthetic Theory Townsend makes good the
claims of the preceding comparative historical outline. The sequence of chap-
ters is, as follows: *Humc's appeal to sentiment’ (ch.3), “I'he aesthetic/moral
analogy’ (ch. 4), 'Rules’ (ch. 5), and “I'hc problem of a standard of taste’ (ch. 6).
‘logether they constitute an impressive work of scholarship.

Chapter 3 centers on the acsthetic epistemology implied by Hume's assimi-
lation of sentiment to reason. Having the theory of ideas as a starting point. 1t
addresscs numerous issucs. Townsend begins by making exphcit the aesthetics
implicit in the distinction of impressions and ideas. He construes their rela-
tions 1n referential terms, in this scheme ideas are referential to impressions.
This allows for a parallel between reference to external objects and reference to
acsthetic objects. Art imitates, knowledge represents, and both are referential.

Art operates with ideas to cause impressions - it makes use of ideas and
sensations to produce secondary impressions (emotions) - and a work of art
succeceds when it does succeed in making the intended reference. As
‘Townsend affirms later in the chapter: ‘Art imitates life emotionally’. That’s
how it has reference.
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Acsthetic responses mvolve both a perceptual and an ideational level.
They involve pleasure and judgment. Aesthetic theory must account for this
transition, and according to Townsend Hume's concept of secondary impres-
ston 1s the answer. A secondary impression is an emotional response mediat-
ed and influenced by ideas and comparisons. Applicd to beaury: beaury is a
secondarv impression, it 1s felt and it involves comparison. It is an internal
emotion, and telt as emotional qualities of things and actions. Stable, it can
be made a standard and can have an cvaluative function. The emotion itself
has aesthetic authority. This finding will assist ‘Townsend later in the discus-
sion of normativity.

For now Townsend concentrates on a few other consequences to aesthet-
ics, such as the status of fictions, audience response, and the work of sympa-
thy. Svmpathy etfects the sharing of ideas and impressions. In art, fictions arc
experienced as real representations of subjects for sentiment. ence art is
not deception. Townsend speculates that, for Flume, svmpathetic response
to fictions — or acsthetic experience - would probably value audience
response as a measure of a work of art’s accomplishment.

In chapter 4 Townsend explores. as the utle indicates, the acsthetic/moral
analogy, or rather the analogies and disanalogies to be drawn trom a compar-
ison berween aesthetic and moral emotions. His checklist includes strength
(calm, violence), causal background (direct, indirect), effects, and objects of
the passions. He places the divide less in the perceptions themselves (they do
not divide in two different kinds) than in the surrounding context and cir-
cumstances. Due to them, moral emotions have a settled reference to char-
acter and effect action, whereas aesthetic emotions ordinarilv do not. The
important finding in this chapter is that despite differences in their strength
and object, the moral/acsthetic parallel holds: both of them consist of deci-
sions of taste, 1n reaction to facts, relations, and their effect on sentiment. It
moves Townsend's interpretive project one more step ahead.

Chapter 5 15 about rules: rules of taste - their non-law-like and non-con-
ventional character - therr being paradigmatic of rules 1n general, and their
sccuring, criticism a place i the Humcan science of human nawure.
Townsend’s analvsis of rules of taste is exemplary. Rule and sentiment must
be reconciled if rules are to operate and be followed. That 1s possible only
hecause general rules do not spring trom a source other than impressions and
idcas of sentiment. As Townsend notes, general rules are themselves senti-
ments. In his words: ‘Rules are representatives of the bedrock of sentiment:’
and thev are *obvious empirical facts rarsed to the level of causal expectation’.

In aesthetics and morals rules are causes that actuate passions. Through
regularity and expectation they extend emotional response. One alternative
to rules is sympathy. It too extends emotions, but through imagimative trans-
ference, repetition, and association.

But general rules do not simply shorthand expectation based on the experi-
ence of past regular associations. Cases of unphilusophical probability, they are
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often carried beyond their foundation, and nced control. Townsend interprets
the problem of a standard of taste as a matter of finding ways to control rules.

By the end of chapter five Townsend has secured a firm epistemological
basis for Hume's aesthetics. He has shown how causal processes are embed-
ded in rules of taste. And he has indicated how rules can run out of control
and be in need of correction. A discussion of the standard of taste is the next
and final step, in chapter six.

Chapter 6 is entirely dedicated to ‘Of the Standard of Taste’. This is an
excellent choice, for now an interpretation informed by the detailed work of
the previous chapters can be attempted. In Townsend's view, Hume’s main con-
cern in *Of the Standard’ was with the standard, and not with taste stself. At this
point, Townsend expects to have established that particular taste, that taste
itself cannot sct the standard. He contends that critics endowed with common
sense and delicacy, who project the ideals to which judgment is to conform, set
it. For him, time-tested rules and principles against which correct and incorrect
taste can be measured arc the standard. And critics apply them.

To mec, Townsend's conclusion came as a bit of a surprise, especially his
emphasis on the necessity of a factor exterior to taste to provide the stan-
dard. Perhaps a weaker concept of standard would comfortably allow us to
scttle for a view more accepting of relativism and less indifferent to the sen-
timental responses of all involved. 1 find it difficult that. 1n a true Humean
spirit, one would be willing to acknowledge any authority that did not
include the possibility of, given more dralogue, shared sentiments.

But the last chapter. much like all of THumes Aesthetic Theory is rich and
complex. Original and thorough. it opens new avenues to the understanding
of Humc's philosophy.

Livia Guimaraes

Ruth Lorand, Aesthetic Order: A Philosopby of Order, Beauty and
Art, Routledge Studies in Twentieth Century Philosophy, London:
Routledge, 2000.

Ruth Lorand's book on aesthetic order is a verv welcome and uscful study n
the field of aesthetics. It is at once traditional and original: its themes take us
back to Plato and beyond, but its questions are addressed in new and tresh
ways. It is not polemical. iconoclastic or reactionary, since 1t does not deal
with the recherch¢ theories that have been such a familiar part of the philos-
ophy of art in the last twenty years. But it 1s nevertheless ground-clearing:
Lorand's ‘inquiry into the nature of beauty and art’ 15 one 1n which the con-
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cepts themselves establish the parameters, and the questions that stem from
thinking abour them direct the inquiry. Although the starting point of all her
investigation is the aesthetic expenence, Lorand’s method of analysis relies
to a significant cxtent on logical and mathematical structures. We are thus
presented with a very clear and comprehensive thesis, and a considerable
amount of intelligent reflection. Discussion of the literature is usuaily rele-
gated 1o the footnotes, especially in Part 11 of the book, which contains the
bulk of Lorand’s argument (Part [ spells out the ideas of order, Part 111
applies them to art). Views from the history of acsthetics gencrally play a
supportive and clarificatory role, except for thosc of Bergson, whose distinc-
tion berween geometrical order and vital order is singled out for discussion
in Part II, and Kant, whose views about beauty and art must still be
addressed. Lorand's application of her theorv shows respect for., sensitivity
to, and comprchension of the vast range of material to be included under the
heading ‘art’. There is a fine bibliography and a delightful index (for those
who like to tour a book from its themes).

Lorand’s basic thesis is that the aesthetic experience is an experience of
beautv. and that the principle of beauty is a special kind of order, which
Lorand initially calls ‘lawless order’. The thesis requires Lorand to argue
both that there is such a thing as lawless order and that it is distinct from the
‘discursive order’ familiar to us in logic, mathematics and systematic
thinking. The main aim of the book 1s to clarify what lawless order is and to
show why 1t deserves to be considered as the principle of aesthetics, that is,
why it should be called gesthetic order. The principle of aesthetic order is
then applied as a sort of subvention to the question of beauty, which had
been temporarily put aside. 1n order to begin the inquiry, however, we must
at least adopt a cerrain attitude to beauty. for it is not uncontroversial to
claim that 1t 1s the basis of aesthetic experience. Lorand is cautious about
this. Her provisional attitude toward beauty 1s to make the concept inclusive
of all aesthetic experience. It is thus paradoxical. It can be said that the ele-
ments of a beautiful object ‘complement each other and are rightly situated’
but ‘there are neither constitutive nor stipulative rules that govern beauty’
{p.n. The only firm assumption here is that aesthetic objects are composite
(not a very controversial assumption. though some have argued that silence
and empty space can be aesthetic objects). But the qualification about the
lawlessness of beauty shows how weak the notions of complementarity and
right situation are intended to be. It scems to me that Lorand's preliminary
conception of beauty contains only what makes an object acsthertic: that it is
attended to and is in that sense attractive. This 1s so general an idea, and so
little indicative of the content of most conceptions of beauty, that it might
have been better to clide beaury from the purcly acsthetic theory from the
start, and rreat aestheric experience directly as an experience of order. The
question of beauty's place 1n art would then be more difficult, of course, for
the concept would have to be established independently of the analysis of
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order. If that were the case, beauty might turn out to be an essentially nor-
mative concept (as 1t was, for example, for the ancient Greeks). But Lorand’s
definition of beauty in terms of acsthetic order has the implication that
beauty cannot be a normative concept. There is not much discussion of this
point in the book, and it would be interesting to see what Lorand would have
to say about it.

Part | of the book discusses the concepts of order and disorder in general.
Readers who are interested primarily in the philosophy of art and who have
little background in logic and mathematics may find this part of the book,
and much of Part 11, difficult. But lorand clearly has raken grear pains to
explain the concepts involved and to provide instructive examples. The dis-
cussion of order in general is a necessary preliminary to showing that there are
at lcast two types of order. Lorand's main task in chapter 1 is just to identify
the most general properties of any order. These are: complexity, relation. and
degree. By complexity 1s meant just that in any order there must be a set of at
least two elements to stand in that order. The relation herween elements that
stand in an order is defined by the ordering principle of a set. And degree is a
measurce of the coherence berween a set and its ordering principle. (Degrec,
Lorand points out, is not actually a property of all orders—for example there
are binary orders, whose principles rigidly determine a class—but it is a prop-
ertv of all quantitative orders, which are the orders with which most of the
book is concerned.) The discussion of disorder in chapter 2 touches on
notions that will probably be much more familiar to most readers. Lorand
reminds us of the many wavs we can think about disorder: there is the simple
state, absolute homogeneity, which is an absence of all order (since order entails
complexitv). There is the disorder that comes from lack of limit, there 1s ran-
domness, there is disconnection, conflict, chaos. Consideration of these kinds
of disorder leads us to refine our understanding of order and disorder in
general. We observe that absolute order and disorder are inconceivable. We
note that order and disorder have some common features. The value of this
discussion. I think. is that it prepares the way for accepting that the aesthetic
relations Lorand describes in the experience of beauty constitute a kind of
order, acsthetic order. But Lorand does not put 1t that wav. Rather. she savs
that understanding disorder 1s important to explaning the process of creation
and the function of art. Unfortunately. not enough s said about this in the
book to allow adequate consideration of that claim.

Part 11 carrics out the main task of the boak. which is to provide a defi-
nition and analysis of acsthetic order. There is anilluminating discussion of
Bergson and a thorough. difficult analvsis of acsthenie order. | shall not
discuss cither of those things here: not Bergson. because that would be a
digression, nor the analysis. because to do justice to at, even in description.
would requirc much more space than this review attords me. Instead 1 will
concentrate on trying to make clear the two kinds of order that Lorand dis-
cusses. We have already ohserved that anv order is complex. That means it s
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composcd of a set of clements. These elements stand 1n a relation to one
another. The relation is given by the ordering principle of the sct. But the
ordering principle and the sct themselves stand in a relation to one another:
the ordering principle can be external to the set, or it can be internal to it If it
is external, the ordering principle can be understood apart from any partic-
ular case. For example. I can express the positive whole integers in the order:
1. 2, 3, etc., and when I do so 1 order them according to a principle of ordi-
nalitv. But ordinality 1s a principle that [ can apply to sizes. colours (in terms
of wavelength), and a varicty of other things. I can order my email messages
by date, topic. prioritv. or any number of principles that could be used to
order other things. And T can consider time or sequence as ordering princi-
ples without thinking of any particular things that will be ordered by them.
If an ordering principle 1s internal. however, then it cannot be separated
trom the particular set in which it is found and cannot be understood n
abstraction. It is logicallv possible that there be such a thing as an internal
ordening principle, but Western philosophv. with its emphasis on abstraction
and theory, has found the 1dea both uncongenial and impenctrable, and thus
there are controversies over any putative example of an internallv ordered
sct (skeptics will argue 1 any specific case either that there 1s an external
principle or that there 1s no order). A common intwition 1s that organic
forms arc ordered by an internal principle: they are based on ‘inner forces or
structures that determine the nature of the object from within'. Whether
this is so or not (L.orand puints out that the concept of organic form exhibits
great variety), organic form can't serve as the category of westhetic order,
becausce 1t lacks the quanutative aspects necessary for evaluative comparison.
Lorand argucs. however. that beauty is ordered by an internal principle, one
which does have quantitative aspects and 1s therefore capable of standing as
the principle of acsthetic order. The principle of a beautiful order is internal
because novelty is an essential feature of beaury. and this novelty cannot be
captured by anv a priors principles. The remainder of Part 1l contains the
analyses of acsthetic order (the internal ordering principle of beautv).

The Jast part of the book. Part 111, contains “aesthetic queries', discus-
sions of beauty and art. The tirst chapter in this part. ‘Understanding Beauty’
is mainly a reply to Kant Lorand argues that Kant was mistaken m making a
distinction berween free and dependent beauty, and she also argues that
Kant was wrong to supposc that acsthetic judgment s disinterested. In her
view, acsthenic appreciation requires interest in the details of an object as
well as inats context. Although the rephies to Kant are well grounded and
thorough, the more interesung part ot this chapter 1s Lorand’s discussion of
the opposites of beaury: As with her discussion of the various kinds ot dis-
order, her treatment of the opposites of beauty sheds new hght on the
concept of beauty itselt. Wi are treated to discussions of ‘the uglv, the mean-
ingless, the kitsch, the boring. the insigniticant and the irrelevant’ (p.248). to

give the full list.




Literature and Aesthetics

The last chapter of the book, ‘Defining Art’, is the most accessible but
perhaps also the most controversial. There are wonderful discussions of the
constitution, motivation, function, value, and metaphysics of art. But there
is bound to be opposition to Lorand's claim that ‘art is the product of the
intentional effort to create beauty’ (p.305). As definitions of art go, I think
this is a considerable onc, and I certainly agree that art should be a produc-
tion, involve intention and realise beautv (although this last condition is
bound to be controversial if *heauty’ is understood as anything more than
aesthetic interest or attraction). But I think it may well be argued that the
artist works, at least somctimes, with only vaguely apprchended intentions
and that the creation of beautv is not necessarily one of them. Artists are
often driven by a sense of completion, or dramatisation, or improvement, or
destruction, or of the texture of reality, and not so obviously by beauty, cven
in Lorand's weak sensc of aesthetic attractivencss.

Had it not been for the chapters on beauty and art which close out the
book, it would have appeared much morc interesting to a mathematician or
logician than an ‘acsthete’. This points out onc of the problems with the
term ‘aesthetics’ which may variously be taken as having to do essentially
with art (a narrow sensc) or merely with the logic of perception in gencral.
Books about aesthetic theory in the latter scnse often have little to do with
art, except insofar as their results specify how the appearances of works of
art are to be understood as appearances. By making the anchor of her theory
the concept of beauty Lorand shows that she refuses to scparate the two
senses of aesthetics. She is commutted both to understanding the logic of
beauty (conceived as a property or result of a kind of order) and the beauty of
art as a sensual experience. The question that remains is whether in applying
the idea of an internally ordered set to the concept of beauty she has
explained the attraction of art.

Eugenio Benitez

Jerrold Levinson ed., Aesthetics and Ethics: Essays at the
Intersection, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998.

T'here arc ten aruicles in this book. ‘Introduction: Aesthetics and Ethics’ by
Jerrold Levinson, ‘Three Versions of Objectivity: Aesthetic, Moral and Scien-
tific’ by Richard Miller, ‘Acsthetic Value, Moral Value and the Ambitions of
Naturalism’ by Peter Railton, *On Consistency in Onc’s Personal Aesthetics’
bv Ted Cohen, Art. Narrative, and Moral Undcrstanding’ by Noél Carroll,
‘Realism of Character and the Value of Fiction” by Gregory Currie, “The

152




Reviews

Ethical Criticism of Art’ by Berys Gaut, ‘How Bad can Good Art Be” by
Karen Hanson, ‘Beauty and Evil: The Case of Leni Riefenstahl's Triumph of
the Will by Mary Devereaux, and *The Naked Truth’ by Arthur Danto. In this
review | discuss half (five) of the articles in the anthology and Icave the
others alone. Before I do that, however, et me say a few words about
Levinson’s introduction, which does an excellent job of presenting the
volume to the gencral reader. Irs summaries and comparisons are superb:
detailed, careful, sympathetic. insightful, and eminently fair. In every case,
without failure, Levinson has a good grasp of the main points of the article
he presents. He is an ideal editor: every paper he introduces is carefully
attended to in a precise yet kind way: It is onc of the most helpful introduc-
tions I have cver scen.

The lead article of the anthology, ‘Three Versions of Objectivity: Aes-
thetic, Moral and Scientific’ bv Richard W. Miller. argues that of the two cri-
teria of objectivity met by science, subject-independent truth and epistemic
umiversality, acsthetic and moral judgments secure the first albeit not the
second. Moral and aesthetic evaluators can make non-perspecuval judgments
(they arc allowed to state *p’ rather than only ‘to me, it looks as 1f p*) but they
do not attain universaliry, for they must concede that the contradicting judg-
mentes of the object appraised need not be defective (biased, irrational, or
flippant). That degree of objectivity of moral and aesthetic judgments,
although it does not reach the height of objectivity that can be claimed by
science, 1s vet enough to secure their intersubjective standing as genuine
non-merely-autobiographical appraisals of matters of fact.

An author who adhcres to such a position must explain how aesthetic
evaluations that arc not based on meticulously applying rules and principles
to the case at hand (as moral judgments are), but on a spontancous reaction
of an observer, can attain objectivitv, 1in any sense of the term. Miller’s
strategy of addressing this 1ssue is based on what he takes to be a Kantian
ploy, but in what follows [ shall argue that 1t 1s not one at all.

Kant held thar we find some objects aesthetically pleasurable because
thev are intuition-made 1tems that we sce as apt for the application of a
concept. The presentation of such objects brings about a state of harmony
between our two cognitive faculties, intuition and the understanding. Since
that congrucnce is, Kant says, a precondition of our cognizing anything at
all, an object that makes us feel that accord 1s pleasurable as such, as an
object, regardless of the kind of object it is and the use we make of 1t in the
service of our iterests. The objectiviey of the acsthetic is based on an
(allegedly) essential trait of the human cognitive mechanism.

Miller’s definition 1s superficially similar. He dentifies aesthetic enjov-
ment as ‘the enjovment of a learninglike response that does not aim at truth
or practical attainments' (p. 27). Instead of the neologism ‘learninglike
response’ one may say, ‘experience’, tor experience, being intentional (it is
an experience of something) is a way of being acquainted with its inten-
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tional object. So, we are to identify aesthetic pleasure with experience that
is not aimed at truth or practical achievement. This echoes Kant, who held
that an aesthetically enjoved object is enjoyed as such, regardless of how far
it advances our knowledge and practical interests. Yet what Miller says is
different: he supulates that if I experience x with an aim to advance my
knowledge or practical attainments, [ cannor enjoy x acsthetically. That is
not Kant, and, also, it is surely false. I read the score of Beethoven's Grosse
Fuge, op. 133 because [ have an examination in which I have to demonstrate
my knowledge of Beethoven's later works. In perusing the Grosse Fuge [ aim
to expand my knowledge and advance my practical interests, yet there is no
rcason why, when I experience it. 1 cannot enjoy it acsthetically. The same
is true of anything clse 1 experience: surely. a geologist inspecting a rock for
signs of oil may admirc its beauty? No aim can be so injurious that it desen-
sitizes its pursuer to the acsthetic features of the inspected object. Miller
states that aesthetic enjoyment cannot occur unless ‘in the enjoyed process
I am not actually engaged in finding further truths or gaining practical or
moral insight’ (p. 44). As we saw, that is false.

The other part of Miller’s definition veers even further from Kant, and
gcts bogged down in the treacherous marshland berween Kant and Siblcy,
where poor 1.A. Richards has been seen last, in the Nineteen-Thirties.
Siblev’s position is clear and cogent. aesthetic appreciation (enjoyment or its
opposite) is appreciation of acsthetic properties of an object, x. The objec-
tivity of acsthetic judgment is grounded in the objectivity of the aesthetic
propertics judged. That view allows for acsthetic grading, for aesthetic prop-
ertics range from the very negative to the very positive ones.  Kant, who
denies that aesthetic properties are objective, grounds the objectivity of the
aesthetic judgment in ats form: ideally, all appraisers aesthetically appraise x
in the same wav because x puts them into the same psychological state. That
view does not lend itself to grading (in the case of pure, non-conceptualized,
beauty), for degree of pleasure may vary berween individuals. Objectivity of
judgment extends only to the evidence that the cognitive faculties are shown
as ready to intermesh. That position 1s clear and cogent, too.

Milier wants to transplant Sibley's grading into a Kantian terrain. He says:
‘How much value a work possesses 18 determined by the highest such response
it can ascertain on a scale determined by how much an intelligent. morally
serious person would care about various kinds of acsthetic responses’ (p. 27).
We are to believe that there are many kinds of aesthetic enjoyments. that
intelligent. morally serious people will grade them in the same manner, and it
15 possible to determinc. for each case when a person incurs aesthetic enjoy-
ment. of what kind it 1s. and hence what is its grade on the said scale. But that
1s a mvth, most ctfectivelv and decisivelv debunked vears ago by George
Dickic. Indeed, we acsthetcallv enjov difterent kinds of things, which can be
shown, upon analysis, to posscss various degrees ot aesthetic excellence. But
what champion of introspection can map and catalogue kinds of aesthetic
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enjoyments? We do grade artworks for aesthetic value, but not through hear-
kening to cxperiential stirrings and gauging their intensity. A comparative
analysis of texts may show why picce x is better than piece y bv pointing out
their aesthetic properties. not by counting reader’s heartbeats.

According to Miller, ‘when onc reflects on an ¢njoved process of taking in
a work that has a bearing on aesthetic value . . . terms for processes of
learning become apt: mystery and solution, the discovery of surprising impli-
cations, the deepening appreciation of the potential, the absolute encom-
passing of tense ambiguities, the discovery of order in apparent chaos, and so
torth. (p. 39) Reading such psychological renditions of structural descrip-
tions gives onc a sensc of deja vu: is that not the ploy Beardsley used in his
later vears, when his erstwhile subjectivism came under attack (e.g., by
Dickic)? Did he not say that psychological processes have aesthetic proper-
ties? Bur that ploy was clearly doomed. If you go the Sibley way and admnt
the reality of acsthetic propertics, the objectivity of aesthetic judgment is
ontologically secured. The reason to adopt a Kantian gambit is that it seems
to ground the objectivity of aesthetic judgment without paying the ontolog-
ical price exacted of Sibley followers. Miller's language in the above passage
appears purely psvchological, he seems to characterize and grade experiences
only. not artworks and other candidates for aesthetic judgment. (Cf.: ‘the
learninglike process one cnjoys can be more or less sustained. complex, or
surprising’, p. 40: 'if, listening to the quintet. I responded to the achievement
of cohcrence in the face of constant shifts, the work has value’, p. 45; etc.)
But that appearance is a sham. Mystery, solution, tense ambiguities, order
and apparent chaos, etc. are all structural features of texts and we can point
them out and argue for their existence by consulting those texts only. The
experimenter who will line up ‘rational and morally serious’ people and ask
them to list what experiences they have had when they listened, e.g.. to the
Grosse Fuge will get only a chaotic array of various bodily scnsations, stray
thoughts and emotions. The only way to aesthetically grade art works is by
attending to them, not to the fluctuations of psvchological pacers implanted
in some ‘rational and morallv serious’ notables. Miller's limited objectivism is
not Kantian: more than anvthing elsc. it is a revival of 1. A. Richards’ specu-
lative psychologism. 1 do not think it has much better prospects than those
of its vencrable forcrunner.

Miller’s argument that science, unlike morality, has universal validity. is
that *a mihilist could understand our moral discourse well cnough to deny
that anything corresponds to it’, but a skepuic who has no inclination to
admit that ‘current experiences represent the present environment' cannot
understand our scientific discourse at all (p. 32). [ demur. on both counts.
First, the said inclination 1s not required. Onc mav adopt the thesis that our
experiences accurately represent the environment as an explanation of their
occurrence. That hypothesis is simple, elegant and powerful, so it is method-
ologically indicated (at least primarily). A natural inclination to adopt that

155



Literature and Aesthetics

hypothesis is handy, but scicntifically irrelevant. Second, rational agents act
for reasons. and must consider the justification of their purported actions
under conditions of uncertainty and conflicting goals. Such considerations
cannot take place withour a battery of normative concepts (e.g., what goal
justifics what means). Thus, if one were sincerely to deny that any norms
ever apply, we would have to conclude that this person does not understand
the normative discourse.

Ted Cohen's brilliantly original article *On Consistency in One’s Personal
Acsthetics' discusses the systematic consistency of aesthcuc judgments,
hence the availabilitv of objective justification for such judgments, from an
entirely new angle: lcaving aside the question of their intersubjective univer-
salisability the author points out that cven the aesthetic preferences of a
single person are expected to make a coherent whole. That 1s, doubtless,
correct. Only few people have a well-developed, systematically inter-sup-
porting bodv of belicfs, but the consistency and coherence of one’s system of
desires is essential to the very notion of personhood. Having a character, any
character at all, depends on having a personal system of ordered preferences.
So, Cohen is indeed right to point out that the consistency requircment with
respect to acsthetic judgments can be made independently of the issue of
their intersubjective status. Radical relativists who deny that aesthetic judg-
ments are subject to rational critique of any kind undermine, thercfore, not
only the intersubjective status of aesthetics but also the very notion of the
person as such.

It is far less clcar. however (Cohen points out) whether that kind of con-
textual critique requires that there be some general reasons for aesthetic pref-
erence, even in one's own casc. Cohen asks: ‘1o we believe that if there is a
coherent acsthetic personality being exhibited, then there must be some
{principle] . . . which explains its coherence? And what if we cannot find it?
(p. 122) In this connection Cohen discusses Isenberg's thesis. that there can be
no general rule R such that if Rx then x 15 acsthetically good. Applying it to
onc’s own casc, Cohen savs, it is always possible for a person A to believe he
likes x because it is R, and then find some y such that Ry and yet he does not
like y. According to Cohen, to preserve consistency A will withdraw the claim
that R makes x ltkcable ‘deciding that although Rx and Ry, it is not, after all,
because of Rx that A likes x. And this leads to some discovery, R*x, as the real
rcason why A likes x' (p. 117). The same problem now recurs with respect to
R*, and so on ad infinitum

One mav arguc, against Cohen, that the above situation need not lead A to
draw the conclusion that ‘it is not, after all, because of Rx that A likes 2",
Another conclusion may be that x is of kind F. and for items in that category
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being R is an cxcellence, while y, on the other hand, is of kind G, and for Gs
being R 1s a blemish. Thus it 1s quite possibic for A consistently to like x
because it is R and dislike y because it is R. Docs that move refute Cohen's
argument? | do not think so. Ted Cohen would reply, | presume, that on the
above account, A reason for liking x is not really that Rx, but, rather, that
Rx&Fx, and R&Y is just a property of the kind Cohen called ‘R*". That new
property, or justification, or reason, is now subject to the same Isenbergian
argument, trom the beginning. And again an infinite regress ensucs.

The correct reply. therefore, must be precisely the one that Ted Cohen
gives. What justifies my Liking x (and, 1 will add, what justifics saying that x
is beautiful) is that 1t fits &, v, and w. and not that there is a rule R such that
R(u,z,w,x). That situation. however, is by no means peculiar to aesthetics; it
is common to all our judgments and ultimate justifications, be they in ethics,
science, or anywhere clse. 1f there 1s anything we learn from Wittgenstein. 1t
1s this: that rules arc unable to ensure a single way of applving them. Even if
you have a rule thar guarantees, that if Rx then p. we still have the problem
of whether xis or is not R, that is, the problem of applying R. And it will not
do if we have another rule R which regulates the conditions under which R
applics to x, because then we would need a rule R” to regulate the application
of R’ this is a vicious regress. The way to avoid that regress, says Wittgen-
stein, is to sav that x is R if and only if 1t fits #.22 and 2. the items to which R
has been applicd in the past. Is there such a fit between x on the one side and
uvw on the other side? That. says Wittgenstein, is something we have to
sec; no rule or method can do it for us. There is no decision procedure to
mechanically check whether R applies to x. because there are some interpre-
tations of R on which Rx and other interpretations of R on which not-Rx.
Any rule attempting to tix the interpretation of R can itself be interpreted in
many ways, and so the vicious regress starts anew. [ think Wittgenstein is
right on that point: we can go no further than see wvawx as fitting each
other, seeing them as pertaining to the same stvle. I therefore think that Ted
Cohen 1s right, too.

Noél Carroll’s contribution to this collection is his richly documented
cssay ‘Art, Narrative, and Moral Understanding’. That article, if | understand
it correctly, advocates the highly reasonable thesis that some artworks, espe-
ciallv those that involve a narrative. have a moral significance in that they
can serve 1n the moral cducation of people and in facilitating a change in
pecople’s moral attitudes. The statement I liked most in this article, and with
which I entirely agree, is this: ‘. . .} reading narrauve literature tvpically
involves us in a continuous process of moral judgment, which continuous
exercise of moral judgment itself can contribute to the expansion of our
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moral understanding’ (p. 145). That statement 15 abundantly illustrated in
examples from many works of literature and the cinema, and the case Carroll
makes for it is indeed verv strong. That 1s the forte of this article. Unfortu-
nately, on the way to it the reader has to travel a very bumpy road. A great
part of the paper is devoted to a discussion of a vicw. allegedly held by some
writers (none of whom, however, is either named or quoted in any of the
article’s thirty highly detailed footnotes) which Carroll dubs Autonomism’ or
“The Autonomist Position”. Carroll is surely right to object to that view, but 1
doubt that anyonc would, or could, subscribe to it, so the many pages Carroll
devotes to it scem bizarre. According to Carroll, the autonomist ‘claims that
there should be no moral assessment of art whatsoever’ (p. 132). That is odd.
Everv human activity can be morally assessed. A thinker may find some
activities morally laudable, others morally deplorable, and still others
morally ncutral (depending on the circumstances of their exercise), but
surcly no one holds that some human activity cannot or should not be
morally asscssed at all! It may be (as Carroll holds) that some art makes us
morally better; it may be (as lolstoy holds) that some art makes us morally
worsc; it may be that both claims, or clse none of them, are true. But surcly
it is impossiblc that the very question, whether art is morally bencticial or
detrimental. be ‘of the nature of a catcgory mistake' (/6id)). Where 1s the cat-
egory mistake? 1 believe Carroll has to be wrong on this issuc.

Indeed, some aestheticians hold that moral excellence is irrelevant to aes-
thetic excellence (with Carroll, I belicve that this is not always so). But that is
not the autonomist view formulated by Carroll. Carroll savs: ‘for the autono-
mist, an essential differentiating feature of art is that it is separate from
morality; that is the autonomust’s underlying philosophical conviction. Thus,
from the autononust’s point of view, that we make moral assessments of
certain artworks is a mystery that must signal our lack of taste or lack of under-
standing’ (p. 127). That passage makes no sensc to me at all. ‘Take wrestling: i
it separatc from morality? In one sense, 1t certanly is. One may plausibly hold
that excellence in wrestling is independent of moral excellence, and hence it 15
a category mistake to confuse one’s excellence as a wrestler with moral excel-
lence. Yet that does not imply the incredible view that wrestling, as such, is
inherently impervious to moral cvaluation, and thus pronouncing on moral
benefits and drawbacks of wrestling involves a category mistake, or lack of
understanding! Carroll savs that. according to the autonomist, ‘art has nothing
to do with anything else. It 1s a unique form of activity with its own purposes
and standards of cvaluation’ (p. 134). That is a non sequitur. Take wrestling again:
one may hold that wrestling ‘is a unique form of activity with its own purposes
and standards of evaluation’; but who, in his right mind. will draw from that
that wrestling *has nothing to do with anvthing clse” The howler 1s due, not to
any mythical autonomists. but to Carroll alone.

I would not have dwelt on Carroll’s confused presentation of the view he
calls ‘Autonomism’, even though 1t occupics many of the pages of his article.
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werc it not symptomatic of a certain carelessness in this article as a whole. For
example, Carroll argues against Plato: ‘there is no cause to conceive of the
cmotions and reason as locked in inchiminable opposition. Reason - that is to
say, cognition - is a constituent of the emotions rather than an alien com-
petitor’ (p. 131). Now, first, Plato’s Reason cannot be cquated with cognition.
Second, even if cmotions require the use of rcason, the opposite can be
denied, and hence plarn reason, free of emotion. may still advocate a course of
action that 1s opposed to the onc suggested by one’s emotion. Carroll's use of
such lame arguments is evident throughout his paper.

The core of the paper involves the question whether the study of narra-
tive can be a form of moral education and, as | said, I think Carroll is right to
answer that question in the affirmative. Yet his answer is highly qualified.
His view, which he calls ‘Clarificationism’, is that we do not ‘acquire inter-
csting, new propositional knowledge from artworks, but rather . . . the art-
works in question can deepen our moral understanding’ (p. 142). The artwork
makes ‘audience members put together previously disconnected belief scg-
ments . . . they are prompted to make connections between the beliefs they
already have’ (p. 143) How docs a plav like Raisin in the Sun succeed in
changing the attitude of white audiences to African-Americans? It is not a
matter of learning new propositions, says Carroll, for ‘the white audience
already knows that Afnican-Americans are persons and that persons deserve
trcatment as equals. [ ..} Whar the play succeeds in doing is to create a situ-
ation that encourages the audience to forge a salient connection between
heretofore perhaps 1solated beliefs” (bed). 1t 1s all so stmple and nice. Bigots
know that African-Americans are persons and that persons deserve treat-
ment as cquals (and what docs that mean. pray? All persons deserve equal
pay? Equal grades? Equal mates? Equal what?). To this mawkish moral mind,
the problem of bigors is that they fail to put these rwo propositions together.
The play solves that problem for them by combining these propositions, and
so they now draw the incvitable conclusion from the beliefs they held all
along: Aha' I now sce 1t clearly: if black people are persons, thev should be
trcated as my equals!

I think I nced not comment on that magnificently naive view of human
nature. That inveterate. benign spint is prevalent m the article and crucial to
its ‘Clarificationist’ position. Apparently. not anlv blacks, but homosexuals
too, were persceuted through the ages onlv because we were such bad logi-
cians, held inconsistent behefs and failed 1o draw the logical conclusions
from the simple belicts we held all along. Liberalism 1s a matter of logic, pure
and simple. *For example, by calling attention to and emphasizing the fact
that gays and lesbians are fullv human persons ane can often convinee het-
crosexuals that gavs and lesbians are thereby tully deserving of the rights that
those heterosexuals 1n question alrcady belicve should be accorded 1o all
persons’ (p. 148). The trouble with that oh-so-pretry picture of human prac-
tices and beliefs is that 1t as utterly false. Fundamentahsts and other gav
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bashers do not deny that homosexuals are fully human persons, just as they
do not deny that murderers and heretics are persons. It is precisely because
they arc fully responsible human persons, and vet engage in acts that the
bigots consider abominations and perversions, that they are jailed, lashed, or
(as is still the case in some countries) executed. Carroll's conclusion is right:
artworks do change our moral attitudes. But they do not do that by
improving our logical acumen, aiding us to draw the inevitable conclusions
from pious, maudlin propositions we held all along. That argument has no
merit. The Pollvanna sentiments it shows are admirable, but the reasoning
that supports them 1s not.

Currie’s contribution to this anthology is brief, bold, and beautiful. It is a
highly condensed article, bristling with ideas and original suggestion, and it
15 also masterfully written. It is a truc gem. The basic question the article
poses is, what is fiction good for, and the answer suggested is nothing short
of this bold hypothesis: 'fictions aid our natural capacity to plan our lives’ (p.
171). How is that? Relving on some psychological research and daringly
extrapolating, Currie argues that we lcarn how to countenance new, complex
situations not through constructing theories about the likely behavior and
responses of others (that method 1s fit for computers; it is far too complex
for us) but *by imaginatively projecting myself into their situations’ (p. 175).
Literature gives us opportunities to exercise our ability to imagine ourselves
into novel situations. ‘Fxperimental results suggest that people can improve
their performance on various tasks not only by repeatedly carrying out the
tasks. but by smagining carrving them out’, and thus ‘imagnation helps us to
negotiate, say, complex social interactions’ (p.166). Thesc ideas of Currie arc
highly reminiscent of the practice that Wilhelm Dilthey. a hundred years
ago, called Das Versteben - sclf-projection that enables us to empathize with,
and hence to comprehend by feeling it, what others sense, feel, believe,
desire, and intend to do. That makes fiction an exercise in human-style life-
planning.

An underpinning for that view is supplicd in a novel theory of realism in
literature. and the nature of literature in general. According to Currie, fic-
tional characters are like the people we meet in daily life manly in that they
‘are capable of calling forth from us imagiauve responses that are similar to
those called forth by our encounters with real people’ (p. 163); thus ‘a work
possesses realism of character when it enables us to engage in that same kind
of empathic understanding with its characters. When we can respond that
way 1o its characters, we are responding to fiction as to life’ (p. 173). Against
many aestheticians (c.g.. Walton) who deny that imagining mvolves our cxpe-
riencing genuine emotion, Currie insists that our reaction to an imagined sit-
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uation makes us ‘experience - actually experience, that 1s - emotion’ (p. 167).
As one who has long advocated that view I, of course, enthusiastically agree;
but, as indicated, Curric uses that feature (calling forth a like response”) as
definitive of realism in art. Currie's new definition of mimetic realism is thus
through similarity, not of object, but of our reaction to it. That is a bold
move, an exciting suggestion that deserves close scrutiny (for one may ask
whar expliins that similarity of response if not a similarity becrween the
objects responded to?).

Given that underpinning, Currie can go on to suggest that mimetic liter-
ature is supplying us with an occasion for moral cducation. Unlike Carroll in
the previous article Curric maintains that art may cause a thorough moral
change in us. Again, I tend to agree with him. Indecd, if realistic literature
enables us to ‘engage in a systematic sampling of the character’s life’ (p. 170).
if being exposed to art is being cxposed to emotional adventures that one
empathically experiences, then it 1s no wonder that these new challenges and
encounters that occur when one projects onceself into the fictive world can
deeply and irrevocably change one's character, heighten one’s appreciation of
and sensitivity to others. That s *how fiction supplements the moral lessons
of experience in a way that more expersence could not easily do’ (p. 170).

At this point. after having agreed with Currie down the line, I wish to reg-
ister my first, and only, reservation against what 1 think is Curric’s cxcessive
optimism. On Currie’s view imaginative art can make us only morally better,
never morally worse; engagement in fiction is ‘a reliable belicf-forming
process or a reliable improver of moral capacities’ (p. 178) and thus can be
said to give us moral knowledge. ‘Most of us would be better moral agents’ by
following fictional narratives, says Curric, (p. 164), because meeting fictional
characters is (as far as reaction is concerned) a lot like associating with real
pcople and empathizing with them. *In empathizing with others [ come to
share their mental states, which powerfully reinforces my tendency to rake
their interests into account. (It may also be that empathy 1s the source of
moral sense .. .)' (p. 169). It is precisely because 1 agrec with Currie’s premise
that I cannot accept his benign conclusion. Indeed, meeting with imaginary
people and empathizing with them is a powerful torce that may bring about
moral change in one, but | do not believe that this change must alwavs be for
the better. There is such a thing as bad company. Associating with, and sym-
pathizing with, great villains need not change onc for the better: it may
change one for the worse. It 1s possible for one to savor, first in onc's imag;-
nation, and then perhaps crave and seck. kinds of satisfaction that the
morallv objectionable protagonists of great literature notoriously indulge in.
It 15 therefore true that grear literature 18 a great educator, and the experi-
ences 1t offers help one mature and morally grow. But [ think there is no a
priori guarantec that the said moral growth need be of the right kind. The
ways of achicving aesthetic excellence need not tally with those of achicving
moral excellence.
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To my mind, Berys Gaut's contribution to this collection, “Fhe Ethical Criti-
cism of Art'. is, I think, exemplary of philosophical writing at its best. It is a
clear, precise, pithy, formulation of a bold philosophical, highly interesting
thesis that is accuratcly prescnted and lucidly argued for. No smoke screens, no
shady subterfuges and evasive maneuvers. The reader knows exactly what the
author claims and what are his grounds for holding that view. Needless to say, |
love this article. 1 also strongly disagree with it: I think its core argument is
unsound.

Gaut names the thesis he advocates ‘ethicism’. It is the claim that ‘mani-
festing ethically admirable attitudes counts toward the acsthetic merit of a
work, and manifesting reprchensible attitudes counts against its acsthetic
merit’ (p. 182). Having a highly commendable moral stance is not a sufficient
condition for finding an artwork acsthetically good, and a reprchensible
stance is not sufficient for finding it bad, but being morally good counts
toward an artwork’s having a high acsthetic value and being morally wicked
counts, according to Gaut, against it.

What is Gaut's argument for ethicism? I can do no better than quote
Gaut's pellucid formulation of the argument. It is this. A work’s manifesta-
tion of an attitude is a matrer of the work’s prescribing certain responses
toward the events described. If these responses are unmerited, because
unethical, we have reason not to respond in the way prescribed. Our having
rcason not to respond in the way prescribed 1s a failure of the work. What
responses the work prescribes 1s of acsthetic relevance So the fact that we
have reason not to respond in the way prescribed is an aestbetic tailure of the
work. that 1s to sav, is an aesthetic defect. So a work’s manifestation ot ethi-
cally bad attitudes 1s an aesthetic defect i it. Mutatis mutandis. a parallel
argument shows that a work’s manifestation of ethically commendable atu-
tudes is an aesthetic menit 1 it. since we have reason to adopt a prescribed
response that is ethically commendable. So ethicism s true’ (pp. 195-6).

Gaut argues that the proper consumption of a given artwork calls the
consumer to perform certain mental actions. There are elements in it the
reader is expected to enjov or be amused by, some parts in the work call for
its reader, listener, or spectator to experience certain emotions: feeling those
cmortions 1s called for by the work and needed it one 1s to appreciate the aes-
thetic merits of the work. Gaut bricflv argucs against formalist acstheticians
and others (¢.g., K. Walton) who deny that ckum. but 1. as indicated carlier
in this review, accept 1t: I thank it is entirely correct: so 1 shall not linger on
it any further and accept that clum of Gaut as saustactorily cstablished. |
also agree with Gaut's clum that the adoption of a certamn trame of mind and
experiencing certain cmotions at certain imes (e.g.. experienaing pleasure at
the suffering of others) are subject to moral evaluation, and thus, some of
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them are ethically enjoined while others are morally improper and it is one’s
moral duty to avoid them, not to engage in them So, [ go a long way toward
accepting the premises of Gaut's argument. Yet the argument is not sound.

It is cerrainly not surprising that a product dictates what its consumer
should do in order properly to appreciate it; thar tearure is common to all arti-
facts. You cannot appreciate what is good about nails if, instead of driving them
into a wall, you try to cook them; etc. An artwork is a certain kind of artifact:
and like all other artifacts, there 1s something specific vou must do with it in
order to appreciate 1t and be able to tell good artworks from bad ones. Now,
the actions you are expected to perform in order to appreciate a certain
arrwork arc. like all other acts, morally assessable., and some of them may rurn
out to be morally objectionable, actions that a moral person should be
unwilling to engage in. So far, then, Gaut is perfectly nght. But this is the last
point on which he is right, and 1 hope it is now clear that the rest of his argu-
ment is invalid: his conclusions do not follow from the premises that [ hitherto
granted. Consider another artifact, say, a handgun. That artifact is made for
one purpose: 1t is designed to kill people. Its degree of excellence can be prop-
erly appreciated only if 1t 15 used for that purpose: how fast and how accurately
s user can kill other people and how many of them she can kil using it.
Killing people, however. is not a goud thing to do. In the vast majority of cases
(some say. alwavs) 1t 1s morally reprehensible. Surely, you should not (except
under most exceprional circumstances) use vour handgun for the purpose it
was designed for, i.c., to kill people. But the tact that vou should not use that
artitact in the manner proper to it is irrelevant to irs degree of excellence as the
kind of artifact it is. The sentence “this is an excelient weapon: | hope vou
never use it contans no contradiction: The goodness of a given artifact, as the
kind of artifact 1t is. 1s entirelv based on how it functions when its user acts in
the manner proper to it, that 1s, 1n the wav that maximizes the effectivencess of
that device, and 1s entirelv independent of the question whether behaving in
that manner 1s moral or not. Had Gaut been night. the following pastiche of his
argument quoted above would have been correct: “The proper use of a gun pre-
scribes certain actions. If these actions are unmenited, because unethical, we
have reason not to act 1n the way presenbed. Our having reason not to act in
the wav prescribed 15 a failure of the gun. What actions the gun prescribes is
relevant to its excellence as a gun. So the fact that we have reason not to act
the wav prescribed s a failure of the gun as 2 weapon, that is to say. is a defect in
1t as a weapon. So a gun’s ivolving cthically bad actions is a munition-like
defect in it Mutatss mutandis. a parallel argument shows that a gun's manifesta-
tion of an cthically commendable result. ¢ g . its being incapable of killing, is a
mentat has as a weapon. since we have reason to adopt a prescribed behavior
that 1s cthically commendable’. Surclv. that i farce. But then Gaut's argument
is no good, cither.

The pornt s gencral tor all arufacts. Take a road: can there be a good road
1o a casinv” The use intended for that road. the position prescribed for us to
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take with respect to it so as to appreciate its goodness as a transportation
device, is travel on it in grcat numbers at various times of the dav and the
night. Yet if gambling is morally wrong, then having a sccure, fast and easy
way for a great number of pcople to go to a gambling institution at all times is
a morally deplorable state, a state mimical to the public good. Does this imply
that a road’s leading to a casino in safcty and comfort 15 a drawback from a
pure transportational point of view, that being casino-bound 1s a flaw in a road
considered as a mere device for public transit?> Will putting sudden curves,
bumps and potholes in that road make it 4 berter road? No, of course not.

The same holds for the aesthetic appreciation of artworks. An artwork is
acsthetically good if, when consumed in the prescribed manner it leads onc to
experience acsthetic excellence. Now, that manner can be morally objection-
able. Indecd. it often is: many great artworks manifest a stand (the hideous
morality of Dante’s Divina Commedia, the arch-conservatism of Dostocvski’s
Brothers Karamazov, the jingoism of Shakespcare's Henry V/, the racism of Grif-
fith's Birth of a Nation, the sexism of Mozart and Da Ponte’s Don Giovanni,
etc.) we should refuse to adopt. Given such a work we have two options. We
may cither imaginatively bracket our moral sensitivity for a while so as to
consume it as intended, or else say that despite its acsthetic cxcellence, the
mental stance required for consuming it is so objectionable that it should not
he consumed (by all people, or by young, impressionable pcople, ctc.). Both
positions arc reasonable, but it is not reasonable to conclude that duc to its
moral depravity that work is not acsthetically excellent after all.

Apart from this main point therc are a few other comments onc would like
to make a propos Gaut’s fine article. For example, on p. 190 Gaut claims that
since ‘it is cssential for a poem that it be composed of the particular words that
comprise 1t . . . it is essential to it that it have in it the particular letters that it
has’. I take it that by ‘x is essential to " Gaut means that x cannot survive the
elimination or change of its feature y. But then the above claim is blatantly
falsc; as a speaker of English, a language many of whose words are spelt now
differently than they were spelt in the past, and are spelt differently in dif-
ferent countries, Gaut should know better. His claim mmplies, for example, that
it 1s conceptually impossible the same pocm should appear in a British and an
American anthology (due to the different spelling of some words), that we read
English and Scottsh Ballads (duc to the absence of definitive orthography),
etc. [ am not even sure that the presence of all the words 1s essential to a poem.
That injunction implies that a poem cannot be amended: strike down onc
word and the entire poem is annihilated. 1 admit that Croce did think so, and
50 did Goodman, but that is not the way we usually speak, and on matters of
identity ordinary usc is, [ think. the last arbiter.

Eddy M. Zemach




