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Abstract

Since Kant first articulated the 'antinomy of taste', a major
problem posed for aesthetic educators has been how to reconcile the
educational demand for the objectivity of appreciative acts with the
need for personal response which appears to be built into the aesth-
etic language game,

In the first part of this thesis, after examining the undesir-
able polarization between current 'objectivist' and 'radical subje-
ctivist' responses to the problem, I set out to explore an alterna-
tive answer which is to be found in the 'experiential ! aesthetics
of Roger Scruton. Here, an attempt is made to accomodate a public
language account of aesthetic discourse with an empiricist philos-
ophy of mind in which our ability to 'see the point' of aesthetic
judgments is held to be related in fundamental ways to extra-ling-
uistic experiences such as aspect-perceptions, mental images and em-
otions.

First, I look at Scruton's account of how aesthetic terms enter
'paronymously' into aesthetic discourse, relating this to Kant's view
of the work of art as a 'presence' rather than an 'instance'. Next,
I examine Scruton's argument for the autonomy of the aesthetic obj-
ect qua object of the imagination, and I discuss the problems that
he meets in considering representation, expressionaid symbolism 1in
art in the context of this argument. Against the prevailing 'analyt-
ic!' view of the imagination, I argue, with Scruton, that the act of
constituting the work in our imagination is not an expendable extra
to the realization of the meaning of the work - an argument.which 1
attempt to reinforce by appeal to Kant's description of the 'aesthet-

ic idea' and to Husserl's distinction between meaning as 'empty int-



ention' anc its realization in aspect, image and emotion. This is

followed by an exposition of what I argue 1s a systematic ambigui-
ty between the aesthetic and non-aesthetic significances of aesth-
etic terms,

In the second part of the thesis, I examine how the education-
al demand for objectivity may be met by the above account, in terms
of a theory of 'psychological' objectivity derived from Kant and re-
flected in Scruton, The pedagogical implications of this are exam-
ined next, éspecially as regards the 'expressive' power of teach-
ing to communicate non-propositional acquaintance with the 'emerg-
ent' aesthetic object, and the need for thedevelopment of a 'feel-
ing' for aesthetic judgment against a background of the aesthetic
form of life, Finally, in line with my attempt throughout the thes-
1s to treat the arts as a unity, I argue, against current trends,

for a unified 'arts faculty' in which the teaching of literature is

brought within the fold of the other arts.



CHAPTER ONE: Introducticn - Aesthetic education
and the 'antinomy of taste’'.

My main concern in this thesis will be to explore that aspect of
aesthetic education that 1s described, often very loosely, as the
appreciation of literature, music, painting etc. More precisely, I
hope to clarify the contfibution made to the development of
appreciation by the encouragement and cultivation of pupils' personal
responses. In attempting to give an adequate account of 'apprec-
iation', especially as regards its educability, the main problem to be
confronted is this: 'appréciation' 1s characteristically understood 1in
both an objective and a subjective sense, as in Kant's celebrated
formulation of the 'antiniomy of taste'd. Thus, on the one hand, it
would seem that the legitimacy of our appreciative judgments (see
foot-note) must depend on our attention being directed wholly towerds
what we can discover in the work of art - or rather, following the
widely accepted view of cont‘emporary aestheticians?, towards the
‘aesthetic object' that is intimated by the work's material presence,
but whose emergence into the light of day depends upon ‘educated’ acts
of perception. On the other hand, it is also generally accepted that
an ability to appreciate presupposes that we discover within our-
se'ves, first-person responses to the work, for it is these that 'give
point' to our judgments. As David Best points out, 1n giving express-
icn to this generally accepted view of the subjective/objective pol-
arity of 'appreciation':

While an artistic judgment expresses a personal attitude to a

Footnote: Throughout this thesis, I shall be using the terms
'aesthetic judgment' and 'judgment of taste' to refer indiscrim-
inately both to the type of descriptive judgment that is directed
towards 'emergent' features of the work of art, as in the case of 'the
music is sad', and tc evaluative jidaments such as 'the music 1s
beautiful'. Whether or not the 'judgment of taste' anu 'aesthetic
judgment' are themselves interchangeable is a furtper matter which 1t
wi1ll be the main purpose of this chapter to explore.



personal experience, thcre are ressons for it

- reasons deriving from what is held to be objectively there, in the
work of art, and hence open to rorrection. Yet insofar as one is also
reporting a personal response, there IS an obvious sense in which
such reports are incorrigible: a pupil's judgment that 'the music is
sad' may be corrected, but not his claim to be moved to tears by it -
hence the antinomy.

Now 1f, as a result of ‘'aesthetic education', the pupils'
personal responses normally lined up with what théehy correctly judged
to be there, in the work (assuming f"or the sake OFL:rgument that such
objectivity could, at least in principle, be established with a large
measure of agreément through the efforts of knowledgeable and ex-
perienced art lovers - a view that 1s widely held in contemporary
aesthetics by writers such as Osborne, Sibley and Best), thzsn the
subjective/objective antinomy would present us with noc moic of a
problem than i1t does in the case of our ordinary perception ¢f the
'everyday' world. In the case of such 'everyday' percepticn our
educated judgments normally coincide effortlessly with what we 'see
for ourselves' and, where they don't, then this 1s for the most part
clearly explicable in terms of irrelevant associations, absence of
'standard' viewing conditions, misunderstandings, colour-blindness and
the like.

A main reason for the relative absence of the 'antinomy’ i‘n our
'‘everyday' perception however, is that our personal involvement 1n
what we see, though presenf, 1s fninimal. We 'read off' features of
the familiar environment around us in a quasi-automatic way as a
result oY long-formed habits - hence the very 'ordinariness' of that
environment. By contrast, as virtually all aestheticians seem to

agree, 1n aestnetic appreciation a personal response is at a premium

insofar as, without it, the anything;but—ordinary appearance of the



‘aestnetic object' will fail to materialize, however much we may posit
1ts presence at an intellectual level.
At the ~ame time and as a result of this reguirement however, it

1s only too evident that within the aesthetic realm, people's

responses to works of art do not always work in harmony with their

'educated' judgments about the same works, whether as regards how they
'see’ the work, the pleasure that they take in it or the value that
they attach to 1t, and this, despite alil the efforts of aesthetic
educators! We may know at an 'educated' level, for example, that the
Braque painting at which we are gazing 'ought' to strike us as a
beautiful and harmonious composition in its own right, and yet the
harder we gaze, the more 1insistently does it appear to us as nothing
more than a very distorted gquitar. In the same way, as Uavid Best
points out:

One may recognize that a work expresses sadness wnile having
quite a different response to it

- or even, one must add, no response at all, as when a work 'lcaves us
cold' despite our 'educated' identificaticn cf 1its qualities. In such

- cases, we judge the work to be 'sad' but don't feel 1t to be sc.

This state of affairs has led Margolis to question the trad-

itional Kantian identification of 'aesthetic judgment' with the

'judgment of taste' (the source of the 'antinomy') con the grounds

that:
When we think of taste merely in terms of our responses to things
- we are not interested characteristically in judgments, but 1in
reports or manifestations, of taste.”

He is thus led on to suggest the radical possibility that few other

aestheticians, as far as I know, have dared face up to - namely that:
There may be no wore than a contingent relationship, therefore, |
between aesthetic judgments and the attitudes and responses that

we assocrate with our actual tastes.6 -

This would, cf course, resolve the 'antinomy' at a stroke, bult at what

a price! There is no derving of course that such a contingency 1is



present on those occasions when (a) a perscnal response to a work is
so i1diosyncratic as to be entirely unilluminating about that work, as

when someone bursts into laughter every time he hears Brahms' Tragic
Overture, or (b) when a reasonably objective appraisal of a work is
made without any accompanying personal response, as in the case cited
by Margolis of:

A tired drama critic who can, without responding, notice what is
"charming" or "lovely" or "stirring" or "hoerrible!/

- but these are hardly typical examples of 'appreciation'. However,
if the relationship between our objective and subjective responses
were seen to be a purely contingent one on every occasion that we
engaged in the appreciation of ért, even when they were i1n full
accord, then it seems doubtful that the concept ot 'appreciation'
could ever survive such a fragmented view of itself. What sense, for
example, on Margolis' view could the poor pupil make of the following
tubric, typical of its kind, taken from an '0’ Level tnglish
Literature examination?

Candidates will be expected to demonstrate their knowledge of the

selected reading by close reference to the texts...and to show

evidence of a personal response...Liveliness of response and

sincerity of interest are the paramount considerations.
Would he not have to write two quite separate answers, and who 1s to
say which one would be more important?

Few aestheticians I think, would be prepared to accept Margolis'
drastic remedy, so deeply is the notion of a non-contingent personal

response embedded in even the most 'objectivist' account of aesthetic

judgment. David Best, for qexample, cne of whose aims in his recent

book Feeling and Reason in the Arts is to treat the educational

development of 'appreciation' on analogy with a Kuhnian view of

science, 1€ nonetheless categoric that:

Perscnal involvement is implied 1n the arts, whereas in the
scilences it is more normal to accept conclusions reached by
others...an artistic judgment commits one much more personally.
In that the making of it implies one's own first-hand experiencs



of the work.?>

Rather than admit, then, the threatening possibility that the
subjective and objective aspects of 'appreciation' work quite inde-
pendently of each other, most aestheticians operate, quite understand-
ably, on the assumption that the rignht kind of education will bring
them into line, as in Best's commitment to the view that:

It 1s an ai1m of education to encourage students' likes and dis-

likes to coincide as far as possible with their evaluative
judgments.10

Nonetheless, the burden remains on such 'objectivists' to show iust
how the two éspects are connected in a non-contingent way - a burden

that, as we shall see, they do not always seem to be too well aware

of. If they can't show this, then it is difficult to see how they can

continue to insist upon the presence of a personal response except as

perhaps a desirable but ultimately an optional extra to the objective

requirements of judgment.

The immediate problem that the above-mentioned educationsl enter-
prise raises, however, is this: which, of the subjective and objective
aspects of 'appreciation', is to be brought into line with which?
Over this question aestheticians and aesthetic educators alike arve

deeply divided, especially as regards (a) their differing views as to

what constitutes the 'aesthetic object', and (b) their disagreement as
to which 1s of -more educational value, the pursuit 0f~ objectivity or
fullness of personal response - a matter clearly affected by their
views on what is to count as a 'personal response' and how 1t 1s
related, if at all, to aesthetic Judgment.

In general, disagreements both as to what constitutes an
'‘aesthetic object' and what constitutes a 'personal response', centre
on how far, if at all, the viewer's/rccder's/listener's powers of
imaginaticn, aspect-perception and emotional susceptibility have a

'constitutive' (as opposed to a merely 'reproductive') role to play in



the production and ’'quickening' of the fully-fledged 'aesthetic
object'. Is the 'zesthetic object' to be thought of as a self-
sufficient entity awaiting only our 'educated! contemplation, or is it
rather in a state of varyinqg degrees of incompleteness, necessitating
'fulfilling' acts on the part of its audience? How one answers this
question will clearly have an enormous effect on how one conceives of
'aesthetic education'.

As one might expect, subjective and objective interpretations of
‘appreciation' compete with each other in attempting to establish in
which direction aesthetic education should go. Most influential of
the former is what one might call the 'radical subjectivist' view
(rare among contemporary aestheticians but often to be found in 'pro-
gressive' classrooms and deeply rooted in popular wisdom), where the
'aesthetic object' 1s taken to be constituted wholly by each pupil's
inc!ividual responses - his feelings, trains of i1magery, likes and
dislikes, ecc. "Read only the poems that appeal to you in a person-
ally meaningful way," adviseo such a teacher as the pupils leaf thear
way through an anthology. '"Concentrate on whatever images, feelings
and thoughts come into your mind as you listen to the music" - and so
on.

Now, at a pedagogical level, much of this is admirable. It makes
the pupils feel involved and is, in fact, how many of the best primary
teachers start children off O1i a love of the arts. turthermore, as
Sibley points out, any approach to aesthetic education must start off
from:

(the) natural potentialities and tendencies people havell
- for aesthetic 'learning', like any other form of learning, must

depend 1nitially upon unlearned starting points without which the
subsequent appearance of the learning would be inexplicable. Here, it

is a fact of the utmost significance both for the 'personal' and

10



'Judgmental' aspects of 'appreciation' that very young children, long
before they acquire any concept of the 'aesthetic', display all manner
of behaviour which, although apparently unlearned, seems to carry
within 1t the seeds of both aesthetic creativity and appreciation.
Little children who, for example, spill their blackcurrant puree, are
fascinated by the patterns that they can make in it with their
fingers; in the early stages of learning to talk, they play endlessly
with the sounds of words and, before long, make up stories of their
own rather than just repeating what they have heard; having learned to
walk they often discover for themselves the pleasure of dance-like
movements and so on. tqually, one finds an abundance of agreement in
pleasurable 'reactions to bright colour, rhythms and musical sounds
that could not all be explained away as the product oi unconscious
imitation or other learning of some sorﬁt. As Wittgenstein says of
such res~tions 1n general, including the ones above that have a proto-
aesthelic character:

The origin and the primitive form of the lanquagc-game is a
reaction; only from this can the more complicated forme grow.

Language - I want to say - 1s a refinement; 'in the beginning was
the deed'.1Z

Commenting on this remark, Norman Malcolm reports Wittgenstein as
saying:
Not merely is much of the first language of a chi.d grafted onto

instinctive behaviour - but the whcle of the developea, complex,

employment of language by adult speakers embocies something
resembpling instinct .1’

If this account of language learning in general is correct also in
respect cf aesthetic discourse, particularly as regards the residual
presence of such 'instinctive' reactiqns in even the most 'educatea'
acts of appreciation in later life, then the pedagogical approach of '
the 'subjectivist' teacher is clearly on the right lines. In their
first or 'instinctive' reactions is to be Tound the origi;w of all

those judgments, aesthetic or otherwise, which no 'book of rules' can

11



teach pUpils' now to make. However, insofar as the 'radicai sub ject-
1vist's' account of 'appreciation' totally subsumes 'aesthetic
judgment' under the 'incorrigible' interpretation of the 'judgment of
taste' (i.e., 'beauty is in the eye of the beholder')., then it cuts
the ground from under its own feet as regards the possibility that
‘appreciation' could ever be educated. indeed, the 'radical subject-
ivist' not only admits as much but proclaims it, as exemplified by
David Best's reductio ad absurdum example of the dance teacher who is
quoted as saying: -

'Dance 1s such a subjective matter that there is nothing that can
or should be said about it.'1%

such teachers resolve the antinomy only at the price of abandoning the
‘aesthetic object' altogether and, along with it, any pcssibility of
'aesthetic education' - for insofar as everyone, on their account, is
automaticalily the leading authority on their own tastes, there could
be no reason for anyone to bother with learning anything at all, and
thus nothing for teachers to teach. The fact that many such teachers
nonetheless 'carry on teaching', may merely illustrate how easy it is
to live with an antinomy of which one is not aware. However, although
-ignorance may be bliss, it can scarcely justify one's setting oneself
up as a teacher.

The 'objectivist' on the other hand - representing a position
that is very much in the ascendant in contemporary aestnetics - can
escape all such charges. For him, thé 'aesthetic object' exists, at
least ‘potentially, quite independently of whether or not we can 'see’
it as individuals - an entity 'there' to be contemplated, gradually
revealing itself for what it is, despite our disagreements which can
always be explained away, at least in principle, ‘by our limited powers
of detachment and receptivity. Harold Osborne, for example, 1s firm
in his conviction that:

Aesthetic interest leads to outward-turning forms of activity and

12
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inclines us typically to absorption in an object presented for

perception, not an inward dwelling upon our own moods and
emotions.l?

Claiming to speak for a broad consensus of opinion, he asserts that

the latter (i.e. the 'constitutive') view:

runs directly counter to the more rigorous aesthetic under-

standing of today. Nowadays every cocmpetent instructor would

recommend his students to concentrate attention firmly on the
object.16

Here, then, 1t 1is the 'aesthetic object' that calls the tune and
'personal response' that must dance attendance.
The drive behind such 'objpectivicm' may be seen to come from two

main sources: (a) the need to provide a descriptive basis upcn which

- the legitimacy of the prescriptiohs of 'aesthetic education' (and art

criticism generally) may rest; (b) the delegitimization by 'analytic'
philosophy of old—f‘ashionea views of 'experience' as consisting of
mental states which somehow accompany judgments, for as Wittgenstein
says:

One is tempted to imagine that which gives the sentence life as

somcthing 1n an occult sphere, accompanying the sentence. But

whatever accompanied it would for us just be another sign.17
The question which such 'objectivism' must face, however, 1s: where
does this leave the notion of 'personal response'? - for Osborne, like
Best, still pays court to the principle that:

In aesthetic appreciation each man must see for himself.18

To answer this question, we must note that even for the most ob-
jective of aestheticians (with the possible exception of David Best),
the aufonomy of fhe 'agsthetic object' is not quite as clear-cut as
might at first appear. Although an 'object', presumably like the
'objects' of any other form of knowledge it still, as Osborne points

out:

needs competent observers in order to achieve actualization and
to emerge from the dim shades of potentiality19

- a 'potentiality' that, in the case of the major works of art,

13



Osborne is further willing to concede may contain:

a large, perhaps a very large, number of possible and legitimate
actualizations.4U

What 1s meant by 'actualization' here, particularly as reqards
its limitation to a class of 'educated' observers? e must be very
careful to distinguish between the 'subjectivist's' view that the
spectator's imagination and emotions have a constitutive role to play
in the 'actualization' of the work and, on the other hand, the view of
an austere, 'outward-turning' contemplative act that is here being
advanced by the 'objectivist' and which has its origins in thé
writings of Sibley, who may perhaps be described as the 'father' of
contemporary 'objecta vist' aesthetics. For Sibley, the 'aesthetic
object' has an objective existence 1n the sense only that its presence
is ultimately dependent upon a primary object that is:

visible, audible, or otherwise discernible without any exercise
57 taste or sensibil:'Lty‘..r2-L

In spite of this dependence, however, an ‘exercise of taste' i1s still
necessary. Witnout such an exercise there 1s no way that the pupil
will ever come to 'see' the 'aesthetic object' however hard he looks
and however acute his ordinary perceptual powers. In a veln similar
to Moore's dismissal of 'maturalistic’ attempts to define 'the good’
in ethics, Sibley arques that:

there are no non-aesthetic features which serve in any circum-

stances as logically sufficient conditions for applying aesthetic

terms. Aesthetic or taste concepts are not in this respect
condition-governed at all.2s B

This is because if they were, then even though the pupil would still
have tc learn the distinctive rules of the aesthetic language game,
the act of aesthetic perception (once such rules were mastered) would
be i1ndistinquishable from the quasi-—automat-ic 'reading corff' of
features that characterizes 'everyday' acts of pesception. For
example, hearing a chord as a minor third would be indistinguishable

from hearing 2t as 'sad'.

14



Sibley 1s not here denying the obvious fact that our aesthetic
vocabulary is 1ntimately related 1n many ways to our grasp of non-
aesthetic terms - e.qg., as when ﬁur claim that 'the music is sad' must
presuppose our understanding cf the non-aesthetic concept of 'sad-
ness'. Indsed, pointing out a special confiquration of non-aesthetic
features in a work of art is one way that the teacher has of assisting
the pupil to 'see' the 'emergent' aesthetic configuration. Nonethe-
less, no combination of non-aesthetic features could ever entail or
explain the presence of aesthetic ones in such a way as to compel the
pupil of ncrmal eye-sight and intelligence to actually see them. That

is Sibley's point. For if such a pupil were able to see the

'‘aesthetic object' merely by following a conceptual rule (e.g., 'if
the music is in a minor key then it is sad'), then the 'exercise of
taste' would no longer have a place 1n the aesthetic language-game,

and if that were the case, then the 'aesthetic object' itself would be

redundant. Once the pupil had mastered the 'rule', 1t would be quite
possible for him to appraise the 'aesthetic' features of a work merely
on the basis of an accurate second-hand description of 1ts non-
aesthetic features.

Instead of merely rule-following then, the pupil must 'exercise
taste' in the sense that to undecstand the aesthetic language game, he
must see for himself what the 'person of taste' sees. He must, 1n
other words, achieve what Osburne called an ‘'actualization' of the
‘aesthetic object' about which, strictly speaking, we can say nothing
non-aesthetically at all. How fhen, is the pupil to pick this up?
Self-evidently not from any 'book of rules' but rather from being 1n
the company of knowledgeable and experienced art lovers (and how could
you teach an arts subject if you didn't belong to this 'company'?) who
have themselves had direct acquaintance with the 'aesthetic object

and are therefore in a position to pass on their appreciation of it.

15



Such teachers strive by various means to get their pupils to see
what they themselves have seen. During the course of their teaching
they may well appeal, in a general kind of way, to a background kncw-
ledge of conventions, cultural traditions etc. In the end, however,
when all the various types of information, explanation and argument

have been run through, 1f the pupil still can't see it, then the

teacher can only tell (but not compel) the pupil to see what he sees.
"Look again," he commands or appeals, for there is nothing else that
he can do. qu the 'objectivist' teacher such an iannction 1s pre-
scriptive rather than stipulative because the facts of the matter are

seen to justify 1i1t- they are there in the object, even when he is the

only one to see them. How; then, will such a teacher know whether the
pupil really has seen what he, the teacher, has seen as opposed to
merely simulating the desired response? Self-evidently not through
what the pupil says alone, however reasonable, but also through all of
those aspects of his demeanour which suggest genuineness, such as tone
of voice, facial expressions, subsequent behaviour etc.

At this point, something by way of clarification needs to be said
about the 'unconditioned' nature of such responses. Insofar as
'appreciation' is understood as combining the 'judgment of . taste'
(based on our personal response to the object) with 'aesthetic judg-
ment' (based on claims about the object), then it would seem that
appreciative responses are in fact 'unconditioned' in two senses. (a)
In the sense just discussed, it is a feature of 'taste' not to be
engenderable by appeal to any rule but only through 'seeing for our-
selves'. This feature it shares ﬁith all sensuous awareness and the
'bodily' (as opposed to the intentional) awareness of emotions in
general, in the sense that no one else can do our sz2eing or feeling
for us. (b) Insofar as a teacher's injunctions are seeking to

communicate not only an experience but a judgment about the object,

16



then appreciative acts may be seen to share the 'unconditioned' nature

of all judgments - namely that, as Wittgenstein has so aften pointed
0Ut23, no 'book of rules' can teach the pupil how to judge, but only a
'feeling' that he 1s going on in the 'same' way. Thus, insofar as one
wants to keep the 'experiential' and 'judgmental' aspects of 'apprec-
iation' in harness (as an 'objectivist' like Sibley clearly must),
then an adequate response to the injunction that the pupil 'hear the
sadness in the music' must involve not only an unconditioned 'exercise
ofitaste' (feeling the sadness) which is as unique to the aesthetic
language game as e.g. seeing a colour 1s to the language game of per-
ception, but also a further unconditioned judgmental feeling as to the
correctness of the claim that the music must be felt as sad. In cther
words, two different kinds of 'feeling' seem to be operating here.

It would seem, however, that i1n Sibley's account the two are run
together, presumably because, 1nsofar as 'aesthetic qualities' are
held to have an ultimate resting-place in the object, then in theory
there should be no conflict between one's experience of a work when
one 'exerclses taste' and how one judges the work to be. In other
words, for Sibiey, experiencing the objective sadness 1n the muslc and
judging it to be sad are given in one and the same breath. However,
this particular 'objectivisl' way of resolving the 'antinomy' depends
upon two very questionable assumptions, namely: (a) the posited
'‘objective' existence of the work of art to which the 'exercise cf
taste' is held to give us special access (though this objectivity 1s
much 'weaker' in Sibley's account than that of other 'objectivists’
like Osborne and Best) - from which follows (b) a view of 'aesthetic
perception' as coming as close as possible (or what Kant would call
'asymptotically'4%4) to ordinary perception without actually beinq
fully rule-governed - i.e., an essentially minimal view of whatever is

'‘personal' in taste.
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We may 'see the latter assumption at work in Sibley's concern to
emphasize that there 1s nothing 'esoteric' about 'aesthetic per-
ception, even though 1t cannot literally be equated with ordinary
perception:

We do after all say that we observe or notice (aesthetic

qualities)...They are not raritiesg some ranges of them are in
reqular use 1in everyday discourse.?

In a way, of course, this 1s correct. Most people don't just perceive
a 'neutral' world of objects but rather a world 'coloured' by all
manner of affective aspects, including aesthetic ones. That the
building where the pupil goes to school is perceived by him as 'uqgly
and oppressive' is just as much a part of his 'everyday' perception as
}:hat 1t 1s a 'building'. However, in the case of many if not most
such 'perceptions', 1t 1s generally assumed that there is a degree of
nersonal involvement. The new headmaster, for example, may well find
the same building 'grand and inspiring'. For Sibley, however, insofar
as such 'perceptions' would be constituted by the individual's own
images and feelings (which is what we mean by their being a perscnal
response), then they would clearly be quite out of keeping with what
he calls 'observing' and 'noticing'. On his account, then, either the
building is 'oppressive' or it isn't, and only the building can deter-
mine that.

But 1f everything that 1s 'personal' 1in aesthetic response 1s to
be excluded, then what sense are we to attach to Sibley's requirement,
in common with allr the other 'objectivists', that the pupil must 'see
for himself'? In the end, it can only mean, in a trivially true
sense, that we must 'exercise taste' for ourselves because no one else
can do our seeing or feeling for us. As has already been pointec out,
this is equally necessarily true of all perceptual acts - and also of
other acts of judgment, since no one else can make our own judgments

for us either, however much they may tai:e it upon themselves to try to
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do just that. MWhat 1s required for aesthetic responses, then, in

Sibley's case, as a result of this hard and fast distinction between

aesthetic and non-aesthetic features, is something like an 'aesthetic

sense' (reminiscent of Moore's 'moral intuition') that is to be dis-

tinguished from our other senses only by the nature of its objects.
Apart from the dubilous nature of such a posited 'sense' with its

presumed special access to an objective world, the main limitation of
Sibley's account may be seen to lie in the essentially minimal view
taken of our personal contribution to appreciative acts. 0On this
view, the pupil 1s required to exer'cise neilther his imagination nor
" feelings, but only to look at the object in a certain way, i.e., the
way that other 'aesthetically educated' people look at it. That the
pupil might 1n any way make an active contribution towards completing

what 1s richly intimated i1n the work, through constitutive acts of his

own imagination, is therefore ruled out of court.

Still, at least Sibley is consistent in that he disavows any
interest in the concept of 'taste' as a personal response in anything
other than. its minimal sense46, Not so, other 'objectivists' like
Usborne and Best, however, who would appear to throw all such caution
to the winds insofar as they (a) insist upon a high degree of personal
involvement, while at the samz time (b) offering a much 'stronger!
account of the objectivity of 'appreciation' to the point where 1t
almost seems to be achieved by the attentive exercise of our ordinary
perceptual powers:. Thus Osborne rejects Sibley's sharp distinction
between the 'aesthetic' and the t'non-—aesthetic', insisting throughout

his influential work The Art of Appreciation, in such terms as the

following, that:

An 'aestihetic object' as I use t[?e term is a sub-class of 'per-
ceptual’ or 'phenomenal' ob\jectsz‘r

with the consequance that 'appreciation' is conceived of as essent-

ially an act that:
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inclines us typically to absorption in an object presented for
perception.28

Yet in the same breath, throughout the hook, very considerable clon-

cessions would appear to be made to a far more constitutive view of

'appreciation', as when he says that:

What Ingarden calls 'areas of indeterminacy' in the work can be

- filled out, plenished or made concrete in a variety of ways, all
of which are valid.Z47

Elsewhere, he insists that for successful 'appreciation':

Breadth and vigour of imagination are vitally necessaryBU
while with regard to the influence of the work's representational
content on i1ts formal qualities, he goes on to say that:

New dimensions of imaginative identification and empathy give
fullness and body to the actualization of the art work.-1

Even now, however, both in the case of our imagining and feeling the
work, we are left 1n no doubt by Dsbqrne as to theilr essential
'dirccitedness' towards the object, as in his following caveat which
cleariy limits 1magining to a purely 'reproductive' role, in seeming
contrasl to his earlier remarks about 'breadth' and 'vigour':
Imagination must be held in leash and restricted to that symp-
athetic 1dentification which facilitates the apprehencion of what
is there to be apprehended.32
Such quotations as the above illustrate how difficult 1t 1s to
criticize Osborne's stance on 'appreciation', because he 1s always
shifting his ground. Thus at times he appears to be taving over the
'subjectivist' position (i.e., the 'constitutive' view) while at the
same time emasculating it and in the end, as we shall see, denying 1it
any legitimacy within the framework of his 'objectivist' argument.
While Osborne himself chooses to side-step the philosophical
implicatioﬁs of his 'objectivity' thesis, professing no particular |
view on this e.q. as between 'realism' and 'phenomenology'js, David

Best orn the other hand goes almost so far as to offer a 'realist’

account of the 'aesthetic object' (although he explicitly disclaims
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that he 1s a"realist'):

An artistic judgment, 1in precisely the same way as a scientific

judgment, can be justified or refuted only by reference to what
is externally observable. From the voint of view of objectivity

in the sense of accountability to reality, the two kinds of
assessment are the same...If I make an artistic judgment it is
1ncumbent upon me, 1f challenged, to substantiate it by citing

not my subjective feelings about it, but objective features of
the work of art itself.>4

Yet he too, like Osborne, insists in the same breath that:

In many cases, 1t would be a mark of one's failure fully to
apprecliate a work 1f one were not emotionally involved...Fully to
apprecliate the arts one needs both detached critical appraisal
and the educated emotional capacity to involve oneself in a
personally meaningful way.””

I have dwelt on the writings of Osborne and Best at length in
order to bring out a contradiction of which neither of them seems
fully aware - for how can such personal involvement as at times tﬁey
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